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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


THURSDAY, APRIL 16, 1953 


Untvrep Sratres SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Controi, Rivers AND HArRpBors, 
Washington, D.C. 


S. 639—To Proving ror THE ABANDONMENT OF A CERTAIN Parr oF 
THE FreprraAL PRoJEcT FOR THE BROADKILL RIVER IN DELAWARE 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott Bush (chairman of subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Bush (chairman of subcommittee) , Case, Kuchel, 
Holland, Stennis, and Kerr. 

Also present: Senator John J. Williams and Ellsworth W. Bassett, 
clerk. 

Senator Busu. The committee will be in order. The first order of 
business is the hearing on S. 639, a bill to provide for the abandon- 
ment of a certain part of the Federal project for the Broadkill River 
in Delaware. 

(S. 639 is as follows :) 


[S. 639, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the abandonment of a certain part of the Federal project for the 
Broadkill River in Delaware 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Chief of Engineers of the Depart- 
ment of the Army is authorized and directed to abandon the part of the Federal 
project for the Broadkill River in Delaware, adopted March 3, 1873, and modified 
March 2, 1907, which provides for an entrance channel from such river to Dela- 
ware Bay. 


Senator Busu. Senator Williams, will you proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN J. WILLIAMS 


Senator Wiru1aMs. Mr. Chairman, S. 639, which I introduced in 
the Senate on January 26, 1953, is similar to a bill which I introduced 
in the 82d Congress to provide for the abandonment of a certain part 
of the Federal project for the Broadkill River in Delaware which 
contains some 5.8 acres. The Secretary of the Army has approved 
this bill as he did the one I introduced in the 82d Congress. This 


Federal project. was adopted March 3, 1873, and modified March 2, 
1907. It provided for a channel 6 feet deep and 150 feet wide from 
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a laware Bay to the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal (formerly Lewes 
‘reek), and thence 6 feet dee p and 40 feet wide to the town of Milton, 
Del , With a jetty on the northerly side of the entrance channel. 

The 5.8 acres was acquired by the Federal Government in 1907, 
as stated, for constructing the entrance channel from Broadkill River 
at its confluence with Lewes Creek, to Delaware Bay. The entrance 
channel has been very shallow and vessels now navigating between 
Milton and the Delaware Bay use entirely the section of Lewes and 
Rehoboth Canal between Broadkill River and the Roosevelt Inlet. 

Commerce in Broadkill River has been declining through the years 
and the vessels that still travel between Milton and the De laware Bay 
have a good alternate route so that the entrance channel containing 
the 5.8 acres mentioned can be abandoned. Such abandonment would 
allow the land which was acquired for the entrance channel to be 
reported to the General Services Administration for disposal pursu- 
ant to the precy of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (Public Law 152, 81st Cong.). 

As I have stated in the beginning, the Secretary of the Army ap- 
proves this bill because of the present limited navigation and lack 
of any peoepncsine development at navigation in the Broadkill River, 
and further because there is an adequate outlet for the Broadkill 
River through Roosevelt inlet. 

I reque st that the letter signed by Hon. Robert T. Stevens, Secretary 
of the Army, addressed to Hon. Edward Martin, Chairman, Com- 
mittee on Public Works, United States Senate, Washington, D. C., 
recommending enactment of this legislation, be incorporated as part 
of my statement at this point. 

Senator Busu. If there is no objection, it will be so ordered and the 
letter will be incorporated in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


MARCH 28, 1953. 
Tion. EpwaArp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 639, 88d Congress, a bill to provide 
for the abandonment of a certain part of the Federal project for the Broadkill 
River in Delaware. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Chief of Engineers to abandon 
the part of the Federal project for the Broadkill River in Delaware, adopted 
March 3, 1873, as modified March 2, 1907, which provides for an entrance channel 
from the river to Delaware Bay. 

The existing navigation project for Broadkill River provides for the establish- 
ment of an entrance channel across Lewes Cape 150 feet wide and 6 feet deep 
for a distance of approximately one-half mile, a jetty on the northerly side of 
the entrance, and a channel 40 feet wide and 6 feet deep to Milton. The project 
was completed in 1913. The Broadkill River entrance also served, until 1939, 
as the Delaware Bay entrance to the Lewes and Rehoboth Bay Canal which was 
completed in 1927. In 1939. a new entrance to the canal was constructed at 
Roosevelt Inlet about 2 miles south of the mouth of Broadkill River, and the 
canal channel from the new entrance to the river was widened to 100 feet. 

The entrance channel of Broadkill River has shoaled to the extent that it is 
now bare at low water. Boats navigating between Milton and the bay now 
use the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal, and Roosevelt Inlet. This traffic is con- 
fined to small motorboats drawing about 3 feet. Commerce in Broadkill River 
has declined through the years. there being no commerce reported in 1949. There 
has been no dredging in Broadkill River since 1927, when the entrance channel 
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was redredged. It is believed that, because of the present limited navigation 
and apparent lack of any prospective development of navigation in Broadkill 
River, and the provision of an adequate outlet for the river through Roosevelt 
Inlet, it would be in the public interest to modify the existing project for Broad- 
kill River by abandoning that part of the project which provides for an entrance 
through Lewes Cape. Accordingly, the Department recommends enactment of 
S. 639. 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Roserr T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Wittiams. I might say that this proposal is to make this 
property surplus and it will be sold to the best advantage of the 
Army. Iunderstand that the Army agrees that there will be no future 
use that they will ever have of this channel, mostly through natural 
diversion of the channel. The surrounding property owners would 
like to clear it up. The channel not only has gone shallow but at low 
tide it is actually bare land. There is no sentiment in the community 
nor any need of dre dging the channel or ope ning. 

Senator BusH. Do you want to ask a question, Senator Case? 

Senator Case, I was reading the letter of the Secretary of the De- 
partment of the Army and he makes the flat statement— 

The entrance channel of Broadkill River has shoaled to the extent that it is 
now bare at low water. 

In view of that I see no objection to passing the bill. 

Senator Stennis. I favor the bill and I am going to have to be 
excused, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. It is with exceeding regret that we see you leave. 
Are there any other questions of Senator Williams? If not, we are 
grateful to you, Senator Williams. 

We will ask if the Army has anything to say on this matter. We 
will hear from Col. W. D. Milne, of the United States Army, Corps 
of Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, UNITED STATES CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS 


Colonel Miine. I have nothing to add to what Senator Williams has 
said. 

We have no objection to the bill, we have not spent any money on 
maintenance of this channel since 1927. The present entrance is really 
at the Lewes and Rehoboth Canal, so we have no objection to the 
enactment of the bill. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Senator Kuchel, I will review for you what has occurred on this 
bill up to this point. Those present wanted to recommend that ap- 
proval be given of it. Senator Williams came in and discussed it. 
There was no objection to it. The Army engineers are in accord. 

Senator Kerr. I move that the bill be reported out favorably. 

Senator Busu. Is there any objection? If there is no objection, 
it will be so reported. 

(Whereupon, at 10:15 a. m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 
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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


THURSDAY, APRIL 16, 1953 


Unitep Srares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON F Loop ContTrROL, Rivers AND HARBors, 


Washington, D.C. 


S. 117—To AMEND Section 7 oF THE FLoop Controt Act or 1941 
RELATING TO THE APPORTIONMENT OF MONEYS RECEIVED ON ACCOUNT 
oF THE LEASING oF LANDS ACQUIRED BY THE UNITED STATES FOR 
F Loop ContTROL PURPOSES 


The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott Bush (chairman of subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Bush (chairman of subcommittee), Case, Kuchel, 
Holland, Stennis, and Kerr. 

Also present : Ellsworth W. Bassett, clerk. 

Senator Bus. The subcommittee will come to order. We have 
before us for consideration 8. 117, a bill to amend section 7 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1941 relating to the apportionment of moneys 
received on account of the leasing of lands acquired by the United 
States for flood control purposes. 

(S. 117 is as follows :) 

{[S. 117, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 1941 relating to the apportion- 
ment of moneys received on account of the leasing of lands acquired by the United States 
for flood control purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That section 7 of the Act entitled “An Act 

authorizing the construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors for 
flood control, and for other purposes”, approved August 18, 1941, as amended 

(338 U. S. C. 701c-3), is amended by striking out “situated :” and inserting in lieu 

thereof “situated, or for defraying the general expenses of county government 


” 


in such county or counties :”’. 


Senator Busn. Do you wish to be heard on this, Senator Kerr? 

Senator Kerr. I will make a brief statement. 

Senator Busy. May I ask consent to put in the record the report 
of the Secretary of the Army, which is favorable, and the report of 
the Director of the Budget, Mr. Joseph M. Dodge. 

Senator Case. I think the letter of the Bureau of the Budget should 
be read for the information of the committee. 

Senator Busu. Would you like me to read this letter ? 
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Senator Kerr. I have a copy of it. I will be glad to read it or to 
ha e you read it if you wish. 

Senator Busu. We will have the letter from the Department of the 
Army read first. Will you do that, please, Mr. Bassett ? 

Mr. Basserr. This letter is dated March 24, 1953, and is addressed 
to Hon. Edward Martin, chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, and is signed by Robert T. Stevens, Secretary 
of the Army. The letter is as follows : , 








Reference is made to your request for the views of the Department of the 
Arn with resp to S. 117, 88d Congress, a bill to amend section 7 of the Flood 
Conti Act of 1941 relating to the apportionment of moneys received on account 
( r easing of lands acqu red by the United States fo od control purposes, 

ihe | rtment of the Army has no objection to the e-mentioned bill 

L nde ting law 75 percent of all moneys received and deposited into the 

iry of the United States during any fiscal year on account of the leasing 
of lands acquired by the United States f flood-control purposes are paid at the 
end of each year by the Secretary of the Treasury to the State in which such 
property is situated to be ¢ ended as the State legislature may prescribe for 
the benefit of public schools and public roads of the county or counties in which 
such property is situated. This measure will add an additional purpose fer 
wh the mone} may be expended viz: defraying the general expenses of 
county governments 

Enactment of this meas nt will not involve the expenditure of any 
Fede funds 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 


of this report. 


Senator Busn. Will you read the letter from the Bureau of the 
Budget. Mr. Bassett ? 

Mr. Basserr. This letter is date March 18. 1953, addressed to the 
cl] rinal and Is sioned by Jos | n M. Dodge, Director of the Bureau 


of the Budget. 

The letter is as follows: 

This will acknowledge your request of February 4, 1953, for the views of the 
Bureau of the Budget on S. 117, a bill to amend section 7 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1941 relating to the apportionment of moneys received on account of the 
leasing of lands acquired by the United States for flood-control purposes. 

Under present law 75 percent of the rental receipts from land acquired by the 
Federal Government for flood projects is made available to the States in which 
such property is situated for the benefit of public schools and public roads of the 
county, or counties, in which such property is situated. S. 117 would widen 
the use of such Federal funds to provide that they may be used not only for 
public schools and roads, but also for defraying the general expenses of county 
government. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of this 
measure, but suggests that the word “general” on line 8, be deleted in order to 
make it clear that the moneys are available for all expenses of county 
government. 


Senator Busn. Do you wish to abide by their suggestion or adopt 
their suggestion, eliminating that word ? 

Senator Kerr. I would suggest that we leave the word in there for 
the very reason that its presence accomplishes the purpose which the 
Director of the Budget says he would like to see accomplished. If 
the committee thought that was indicated, I would be glad to see 
the report so state, and I don’t know how it is in other States, but in 
Oklahoma the term “general fund” or “general expenses” is a more 
comprehensive term than just the word “expenses” would be without 
the word “general” preceding it. 

In other words, if I understand the Director of the Budget, he wants 
to make it clear that the moneys are available for all expenses of 
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county government and I would be glad for the report to indicate 
that was the meaning of the language, but as I understand it, it would 
more nearly be attained with the word “general” in than with it 
deleted. 

Senator Busu. If there is no objection we will leave it in. The 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget suggested it but I am inclined 
to agree with you that this gives it a broader meaning. 

Senator Kucnen. Who suggested its deletion ¢ 

Senator Busu. The Director of the Budget approved the purpose 
of the bill but seemed to think it would more nearly be accomplished 
by the deletion of the word “general.” 

Senator Hotztanp. I have no objection to it either way. In our 
State, and under our form of county government, it would be better 


to eliminate “veneral” for this reason: we have separate funds set up, 
1 we 129 ] . ee : 199 ] os, 39 ] , : 
l under “general” and 1 for hospital and i for “1r¢ ads” and various 


other causes of that kind. It might be that it could be adequately 


dealt with in the report, but certainly the purpose of making it avail- 
uble for any expense account in government in our area would be 
more Clearly accomplished by the elimination of the word “general. 
senator Br sH. T] ie same would obtain in our state, too. We also 
have special funds = there. Can you just cut out the words “the 


vs 


for defraying expenses of county government in 
suc county or counties 

Senator Case. I wonder what the author of the bill and the com- 
mittee would think of the phrase “for defraying any expenses of 


veneral” and say 


county government in such county or ‘ounties.” 

Senator Kerr. That would be all right with me. 

Senator Casr. I think this is an inheritance from the Bankhead- 
Jones law and the Forest law; 25 percent of those funds are available 
to the county for road and school purposes. I have always th ner 
that all it really amounted to is requiring a lot of extra bookkeepi 
on the part of the county government to apply these funds Seana ‘u- 
larly to road and school levies, and that would adjust the levies 
to balance out the rest. This provision does not add any money to 
school and road purposes. They adjust their levies, taking into con- 
sideration what they get here. 

Senator Bus. The suggestion of the Senator is “any expenses” 4 

Senator Kerr. “For defraying any of the expenses of county gov- 
ernment.’ 

Senator Busn. “Any a the expenses” / 

Senator Kerr. Yes, si 

Senator Bbusu. W thout objection the amendment will stand 
way, “for defraying any of the expenses of county government. 

Without objection those statements will be put into the record 
then. Do you wish to comment on the bill now, Senator ? 

(The comments of the Bureau of the Budget and the Department 
of the Army on the bill are as follows:) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington D. C., March 18, 19538. 
Hon. Epwarp Martin, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge our request of February 4, 
1953, for the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 117, a bill to amend section 











8 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


7 of the Flood Control Act of 1941 relating to the apportionment of moneys 
received on account of the leasing of lands acquired by the United States for 
flood-contro!] purposes. 

Under present law 75 percent of the rental receipts from land acquired by the 
Federal Government for tlood projects is made available to the States in which 
such property is situated for the benefit of public schools and public roads of the 
county, or counties, in which such property is situated. 8S. 117 would widen the 
use of such Federal funds to provide that they may be used not only for public 
schools and roads, but also for defraying the general expenses of county gov- 
ernment 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of this 
measure, but suggests that the word “general” on line S, be deleted in order to 
make it clear that the moneys are available for all expenses of county govern- 
ment 

Sincerely yours, 
JoSePpH M. Dope, Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Warch 24, 1953. 
Hon. Epwarp MArrin, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate 

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 117, 88d Congress, a bill to amend 
section 7 of the Flood Control Act of 1941 relating to the apportionment of 
moneys received on account of the leasing of lands acquired by the United States 
for flood control purposes. 

The Department of the Army has no objection to the above-mentioned bill. 

Under existing law 75 percent of all moneys received and deposited into the 
Treasury of the United States during any fiseal year on account of the leasing of 
lands acquired by the United States for flood-control purposes are paid at the 
end of each year by the Secretary of the Treasury to the State in which such 
property is situated to be expended as the State legislature may prescribe for 
the benefit of public schools and public roads of the county or counties in which 
such property is situated. This measure will add an additional purpose for 
which the moneys may be expended viz, defraying the general expenses of 
county governments. 

Enactment of this measure into law will not involve the expenditure of any 
Federal funds. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report 

Sincerely yours, 
Ropert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. S. 117 isa bill to amend section 7 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1941. The principal reason for the bill is that counties 
in which flood-control projects are located and in which productive 
areas are removed from the tax rolls often lose very large areas of tax- 
able land insofar as tax revenue to the county is concerned. Naturally 
this has quite an impact on the fiscal condition and operation of these 
counties. 

Now, in Oklahoma the State provides State aid for the schools in 
the counties but does not give any aid to the general fund in the 
counties, and the author of the bill believed that 1t was well to let the 
county itself, in the light of its own problem, determine which fund 
would best be aided and helped by the use of this income rather than 
having it limited to funds wherein the county now receives assistance 
from the State, and excluded from other county funds which were just 
as much affected by loss of the taxable income and which do not have 
access to other sources of income than local taxes. 
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Therefore, believing it would give the county officials leeway in using 
their judgment as to how best to use the funds for the benefit and the 
responsibility of the county, we request favorable action by the 
committee. 
Senator Busn. Will the Army engineers comment on this ¢ , 


STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. C. H. CHORPENING, UNITED STATES 
CORPS OF ARMY ENGINEERS 


General CrorreNntnG. I am Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil 
Works. As indicated in the letter previously read, the Secretary of 
the Army and the Corps of Engineers have no objection to the bill 
now under consideration. 

I think it might be of interest to the committee to know that in 1951 
$813,000 were turned over to the States throughout the Nation. In 
1952 that amount was $869,000 in round numbers. Thirty-three 
States were affected. 

Senator Busn. Have you any comment, Colonel Milne? 

Col. W. D. Miixe. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to say this, that I believe the passage of 
this bill will result in increased revenue from these funds. 

Senator Busu. Are there any questions of the Corps of Engineers 
or of Senator Kerr ? 

Senator Case. Isn’t it a fact, Senator Kerr, that in some instances, 
at least, the local revenues required for school and road purposes might 
be decreased, the requirement for those revenues might be decreased by 
the installation of a flood-control project, because of the taking of land 
and the removal of families and a school might no longer be required, 
whereas the other expenses of the county, its funded debt and its 
bonded debt would go on ¢ 

Senator Kerr. Definitely correct. 

Senator Case. It seems to me it is good legislation and would harm 
no one. 

Senator Busu. We have here a statement. from Senator Hennings 
in support of the bill which he would like to put in the record. Is 
there objection ? 

Wtihout objection, it will be put in the record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon, THOMAS (C, HENNINGS, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 


I would like to say a few words in behalf of Senate bill No. 117. The purpose 
of this bill, as I am sure the members of this committee know, is to provide that 
money collected by the Army Engineers on agricultural leases (that is, on land 
which the engineers have acquired for rights of way but which may be used 
for grazing or for farming) that is returned to the counties on a pro rata share 
may be used to defray general county government expenses. Under the present 
law such money is returned to the counties in lieu of taxes, but under the law, 
now can be used only for the benefit of public schools or highway improvement. 

This bill is important to certain sections of my own State of Missouri and I 
would like to give one example to illustrate its beneficial effects. The Flood Con- 
trol Act of May 15, 1928, which authorized Bird’s Point-New Madrid floodway in 
Mississippi County, Mo., called for the construction of certain extra flood-control 
works which would protect Mississippi County levee district No. 3 but would 
protect other districts as well. In carrying out the provisions of this act the 
Federal Government purchased and now owns the right-of-way upon which the 
setback levee and intercepting ditches were built; in addition the Federal Govern- 
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nent purchased some 3,500 acres adjacent to the Fuse Plug levee through which 


the floodway was designed to operate Over a yoigh 1 of years controversy existed 


concerning the maintenance and control of these extra flood-control structures. 
More recently, however, local interests in " disttict No. 3 took upon themselves 
the obligation of maintaining these structures despite the fact that they belong 
to the Federal Government and despit e the fact that although they are located 
in district No. 3 they largely benefit other districts which cannot be taxed for 
their maintenance. 

N I have pointed out, under the present law the money which accrues 
from agricultural leases can be used only for the benefit of public schools and 
public roads People in Mississippi County present the entirely logical and valid 
point that extra floodway structures should be maintained, if possible, out of the 
income from property purchased in the process of creating the floodway. §. 117 

ccomplish this purpose and would provide a valuable and constructive 
step in the maintenance of these flood-control structures in this district. 

l m lerstanding, that bo the Bureau of the Budget and the Army 
engineers have submitted favorable reports on the bill and I sincerely urge that 
this committee likewise approve the measure. 


Senator Kerr. I would appreciate it if Senator Symington desires 
that it might be advisable that a statement from him could be included 
in the record on the bill. 

Senator Busn. Is there objection to that procedure ? If not, it is 
so ordered, and the st: itement, when it comes 1n, will be inserted i in 
the record at this point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HoN. StTuArt SYMINGTON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have this opportunity to add a brief statement 
on behalf of S. 117 relating to the apportionment of moneys received by States 
on account of the leasing of land acquired by the United States for flood-control 
purposes. This amendment permits the expenditure of said moneys for defray- 
ing general expenses of county government, and accomplishes a needed correc- 
tion in the present law which restricts such expenditures to county schools and 


roads. 

As my senior colleague has just pointed out, there is a specific area in southeast 
Missouri wh ere aie inequity of that restriction is well illustrated. 

This committee will recognize that the amendment tends to equalize the burden 
of maintaining other essential and costly county programs by releasing revenue 
not needed for schools and roads. 

Since the bill is endorsed by Federal and-local agencies involved and is without 
legislative controversy, I earnestly hope your committee will see fit to report it 
favorably. 

Senator Busu. Have you any obje ctions to this bill? 

Senator Hottanp. No. If you want a motion, I move it be reported 
far orably. 

Senator Kucuet. I second the motion. 

Senator Busu. It has been moved and seconded, and without objec- 
tion it is so ordered that the bill be reported favorably. 

Is there any other business for this committee this morning? 

Senator Hotianp. I would like to ask what the report on the Con- 
necticut River interstate compact bill is. 

Mr. Bassett. It is favorable. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you have a statement on that? 

Mr. Basser. Yes, sir. It relates simply to a matter of the upper 
States of Vermont and New Hampshire receiving payment from the 
two lower States of Connecticut and Massachusetts for flood-control 
dams which are being built in the upper States, and they have to suffer 
what losses there are from having that land taken out of production 
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and off the tax rolls. So the lower States are going to compensate 
them in part for that loss. 

Senator Busy. In tax revenue? 

Mr. Bassetr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. It doesn’t cost the Federal Government anything. 

Senator HoLLanb. That is exactly the kind of thing I like to encour- 
age. They worked it up themselves and then report it down here 
when it is ready to function. 

Senator Busu. You will see that members of the committee have 
a copy of that bill. 

Senator Kucuen. I wonder if I might inquire about a matter. Sen- 
ator Knowland and I have jointly introduced several bills which are 
before this subcommittee which have to do with problems in my State, 
and because some citizens in California would want to appear in be- 
half of them when they are heard, and because of the distance involved, 
I wonder if it would be in order to suggest that whatever processing 
needs to be done concerning those bills by the staff, staff members might 
be required, whether that might be done so that we could have perhaps 
a date in the future when those bills might be heard. 

Mr. Basserr. Mr. Schmidt has talked to me about 3 bills. On all 
3 the Government reports have not come up. We have asked the 
agencies to push them along. Two of them are on the way if they can 
get past the budget. 

Senator Busn. So far as the date is concerned, we are waiting to 
hear from you on that. 

Senator Kucuen. In other words, if they came back here on other 
matters it would be possible for them in the same trip, Mr. Chairman, 
to be heard by this subcommittee. 

Senator Busu. That was our thought, that we tried to set it up 
toward the end of the month. 

Senator Kucnuer. Then I will ascertain shortly when they will be 
here. 

Senator Busn. It was set for April 30, Thursday or Friday, May 1. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Case. In this thing coming up next week, is the United 
States a party to the compact? Was the United States represented 
in the negotiations? Was it purely a compact between the States ? 

Mr. Bassert. It is a State matter. 

Senator Case. Did we have anybody designated to represent the 
Corps of Engineers ¢ 

Mr. Basserr. I do not believe we had an official representative. I 
believe the Corps of Engineers was aware of it but 1 do not believe 
they had official representation. 

Senator Hortianp. IT think the record should show just what the 
scope of this is so that there will never be any question as to whether 
we have done something that impinges on the Federal rights. From 
what I understand this does not at all. I think we should have a care- 
fully drawn report in each such case. 

Senator Case. I agree on having a carefully drawn report. It is 
a compact which States made originally and we have had any number 
of cases in the West where the Federal Government has become a 
party to the matter. 

Senator Busn. Is there any other business to come before the com- 
mittee? If not, we are adjourned. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(Thereupon at 10: 37 a. m. the hearing was adjourned.) 





FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS, 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 





THURSDAY, APRIL 23, 1953 


Unirep SraTes SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorRKs, 
ScrcoMMITTEE ON FLoop Contror, Rivers anp Harpors, 
Washington, D.C. 


S. 261—GRanTING THE CONSENT AND APPROVAL OF CONGRESS TO THE 
Connecticut River FLoop-Contrrot Compact 


The subcommittee met at 10 o'clock a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott Bush (chairman of sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Bush, Kuchel, and Holland. 

Also present: Senators Aiken and Kennedy, and Mr. Ellsworth 
W. Bassett, chief clerk. 

Senator Busn. The committee will please be in order. This is a 
hearing by the Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
on Senate bill 261, a bill granting the consent and approval of Con- 
gress to the Connecticut River flood-control compact. 

(S. 261 is as follows: ) 


[S. 261, 838d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL Granting the consent and approval of Congress to the Connecticut River Flood 
Control Compact 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the consent and approval of Congress 
is given to the Connecticut River Flood Control Compact between the States of 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Vermont. Such compact reads 
as follows: 


CONNECTICUT RIVER FLOOD-CONTROL COMPACT 


Whereas, the federal government exercises jurisdiction over the nation’s naviga- 
ble rivers and their tributaries through passage of the flood-control act of nine- 
teen hundred and thirty-six and various other acts amendatory thereto; and 

Whereas, these acts provide for construction by the United States of dams for 
flood control and, where feasible, in addition to flood control for storage of water 
to be used for irrigation, recreation or hydroelectric power or for any of these 
purposes; and 

Whereas, the Connecticut is an interstate river and control of major floods on 
it can be obtained only by the construction of dams by the United States under 
authorization of the above-mentioned acts; and 

Whereas, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the States of Connecticut, 
New Hampshire, and Vermont recognize that it is in the interest of their general 
welfare that the United States construct in the Connecticut River Valley a com- 
prehensive system of local protection works and dams and reservoirs to control 
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floods and prevent loss of life and preperty, the disruption of orderly processes 
and the impairment of commerce between the aforesaid states ; and 

Whereas, the United States has constructed dikes, flood walls, and other local 
protection works at Hartford and East Hartford in the State of Connecticut and 
at Springfield, Riverdale, West Springfield Chicopee, Northampton, Holyoke, and 
Springdale, in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and dams and reservoirs 
for the storage of floodwaters at Knightville, Birch Hill, and Tully in the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts, at Surry Mountain in the States of New Hamp- 
shire and at Union Village in the State of Vermont and has reached agreements 
with the state wherein located for construction of dams and reservoirs for the 
storage of floodwaters at Barre Falls in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
and at Ball Mountain and at Townshend in the State of Vermont; and 








Whereas, the Congress has at various times authorized construction by the 
United States of other dams and reservoirs for the storage of flood waters in the 
Cor onwealth of Massachusetts and in the States of New Hampshi and Ver- 


ont and has more recently instructed the corps of engineers to determine what 
dition: local protection works and dams and reservoirs are required for a 
comprehensive system to control floods in the Connecticut River and its tribu- 





Whereas, it is believed that such a comprehensive flood control system should 
clude dams and reservoirs controlling flood run-off from approvimately twenty- 


five percent of the total drainage area of the Connecticut River above Hartford, 
ally in reference to characteristics of tributaries and 


Connecticut, and strategi 
» damage centers: and 

Whereas, construction by the United States of additional dams and reservoirs 
n the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and in the States of New Hampshire 
ind Vermont, to complete such a comprehensive flood control system, will remove 
from the tax rolls of local governments of those states such property as is ac- 
quired by the United States and may work other hardships against the people 
of Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont; and 

Whereas, it is highly desirable that any flood control dam and reservoir con- 
structed by the United States in the Connecticut River Valley have the approval 
of the state wherein it is located and that states benefiting from construction of 
such dam and reservoir make reimbursement for such loss of taxes and for such 
hardships; and 

Whereas, a comprehensive system for the prevention of destructive floods and 
for water resources utilization in the Connecticut River Valley can best be 
accomplished by cooperation between the several states in the valley and by and 
through a common and joint agency of said several states; 

Now, therefore, the said Commonwealth of Massachusetts and States of Con- 
necticut, New Hampshire, and Vermont do hereby enter into the following com- 
pact, towit: 


ARTICLE I 


The pricipal purposes of this compact are: (a) to promote interstate comity 
among and between the signatory states; (b) to assure adequate storage capacity 
for impounding the waters of the Connecticut River and its tributaries for the 
protection of life and property from floods; (c) to provide a joint or common 
agency through which the signatory states, while promoting, protecting, and pre- 
serving to each the local interest and sovereignty of the respective signatory 
states, may more effectively cooperate in accomplishing the object of flood control 
and water resources utilization in the basin of the Connecticut River and its 
tributaries. 


ARTICLE IT 


There is hereby created “The Connecticut River Valley Flood Control Com- 
mission,” hereinafter referred to as the “commission”, which shall consist of 
twelve members, three of whom shall be residents of the Commonwealth of Mas- 
sachusetts; three of whom shall be residents of the State of Connecticut; three 
of whom shall be residents of the State of New Hampshire; and three of whom 
shall be residents of the State of Vermont. 

The members of the commission shall be chosen by their respective states 
in such manner and for such term as may be fixed and determined from time to 
time by the law of each of said states respectively by which they are appointed. 
A member of the commission may be removed or suspended from office as pro- 
vided by the law of the state for which he shall be appointed, and any vacancy 
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occuring in the commission shall be filled in accordance with the laws of the state 
wherein such vacancy exists. 

A majority of the members from each state shall consitute a quorum for the 
transmission of business, the exercise of any of its powers or the performance of 
any of its duties, but no action of the commission shall be binding unless at least 
two of the members from each state shall vote in favor thereof. 

The compensation of members of the commission shall be fixed, determined, and 
paid by the state which they respectively represent. All necessary expenses 
incurred in the performance of their duties shall be paid from the funds of the 
commission. 

The commission shall elect from its members a chairman, vice chairman, clerk, 
and treasurer. Such treasurer shall furnish to the commission, at its expense, 
a bond with corporate surety, to be approved by the commission, in such amount 
as the commission may determine, conditioned for the faithful performance of his 
duties. 

The commission shall adopt suitable bylaws and shall make such rules and 
reguiations as it may deem advisable not insconsistent with laws of the United 
States, of the signatory states or with any rules or regulations lawfully promul- 
gated thereunuer. 

The commission shall make an annual report to the governor and legislature 
of each of the signatory states, setting forth in detail the operations and trans- 
actions conducted by it pursuant to this compact. 

The commission shall keep a record of all its meetings and proceedings, con- 
tracts and accounts, and shall maintain a suitable office, where its maps, plans, 
documents, records and accounts shall be kept, subject to public inspection at 
such times and under such regulations as the commission shall determine. 


ARTICLE III 


The commission shall constitute a body, both corporate and politic, with full 
power and authority: (1) to sue and be sued; (2) to have a seal and alter the 
same at pleasure; (3) to appoint and employ such agents and employees as may 
be required in the proper performance of the duties hereby committed to it and 
fix and determine their qualifications, duties and compensation; (4) to enter 
into such contracts and agreements and to do and perform any and all other acts, 
matters and things as may be necessary and essential to the full and complete 
performance of the powers and duties hereby committed to and imposed upon 
it and as may be incidental thereto; (5) to have such additional powers and duties 
as may hereafter be delegated to or imposed upon it from time to time by the 
action of the legislature of any of said states, concurred in by the legislatures of 
other states and by the Congress of the United States. 

The commission shall make, or cause to be made, such studies as it may deem 
necessary, in cooperation with the corps of engineers and other federal agencies, 
for the development of a comprehensive plan for flood control and for utilization of 
the water resources of the Connecticut River Valley. 

The commission shall not pledge the credit of the signatory states or any 
of them. 


ARTICLE IV 


The signatory state wherein is located the site of each of the following dams 
and reservoirs agrees to the construction by the United States of each such dam 
and reservoir in accordance with authorization by the Congress: 

In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, (1) At Barre Falls on the Ware 
River controlling a drainage area of approximately fifty-seven (57) square 
miles and providing flood storage of approximately eight (8) inches of runoff 
from said drainage area. 

In the State of Vermont, (1) At West Townshend on the West River control- 
ing a net drainage area of approximately one hundred six (106) square miles and 
providing flood control storage of approximately six (6) inches of run-off from 
drainage area. 

(2) At Ball Mountain on the West River controlling a net drainage area of 
approximately one hundred thirty-two (132) square miles and providing flood 
control storage of approximately six (6) inches of run-off from said drainage 
area. 

(3) At North Hartland on the Ottauquechee River controlling a drainage area 
of approximately two hundred twenty-two (222) square miles and providing flood 
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control storage for approximately six (6) inches of run-off from said drainage 
area. 

(3) At Groton Pond on the Wells River controlling a drainage area of approxi- 
mately seventeen and three-tenths (17.5) square miles and providing flood con- 
trol storage for approximately eight (8) inces of run-off from said drainage area. 

(5) At Victory on the Moose River controlling a drainage area of approximately 
sixty-six (66) square miles and providing flood control storage for approximately 
seven (7) inches of run-off from said drainage area. 

(6) In Bloomfield on the Nuhegan River controlling a drainage area of ap- 
proximately seventy (70) square miles and providing flood-control storage for 
approximately nine (9) inches of run-off from said drainage area. 

In the State of New Hampshire, (1) At South Keene on the Otter Brook, 
tributary of the Ashuelot River, controlling a drainage area of approximately 
forty-seven (47) square miles and providing flood control storage for approxi- 
mately seven (7) inches of run-off from said drainage area. 

(2) At Walpole on the Cold River controlling a drainage area of approxi- 
mately one hundred one (101) square miles and providing tiood control storage 
for approximately eight (8) inches of run-off from said drainage area. 

(3) At Bethlehem Junction on the Ammonoosuc River controlling a drainage 
area of approximately ninety (9%) square miles and providing flood-control 
storage for approximately six (6) inches of run-off from said drainage area. 

(4) At Franconia on the Ammonoosuc River controlling a drainage area of 
approximately thirty (30) square miles and providing flood control storage for 
approximately eight (8) inches of run-off from said drainage area. 

(5) At Swift Water on the Wild Ammonoosuc River controlling a drainage 
area of approximately fifty-seven (57) square miles and providing flood control 
storage for approximately ten (10)inches of run-off from said drainage area. 


ARTICLE V 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts agrees to reimburse the State of New 
Hampshire fifty (50) per cent and the State of Vermont fifty (50) per cent 
of the amount of taxes lost to their political subdivisions by reason of owner- 
ship by the United States of lands, rights, or other property therein for the 
flood-coritrol dams and reservoirs at Surry Mountain in New Hampshire and at 
Union Village in Vermont. 

The State of Connecticut agrees to reimburse the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts forty (40) per cent, the State of New Hampshire forty (40) per cent, 
and the State of Vermont forty (40) per cent of the amount of taxes lost to 
their political subdivisions by reason of ownership by the United States of 
lands, rights, or other property therein for the flood-control dams and reservoirs 
at Tully, at Knightville, and at Birch Hill in Massachusetts, at Surry Mountain 
in New Hampshire, and at Union Village in Vermont. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts agree to reimburse the State of New 
Hampshire fifty (50) per cent and the State of Vermont fifty (50) per cent 
of the amount of taxes lost to their political subdivisions by reason of acquisition 
and ownership by the United States of lands, rights, or other property therein 
for construction in the future of any flood-control dam and reservoir specified 
in Article IV and also for any other flood-control dam and reservoir hereafter 
constructed by the United States in the Connecticut River Valley. 

The State of Connecticut agrees to reimburse the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts forty (40) per cent, the State of New Hampshire forty (40) per cent, 
and the State of Vermont forty (40) per cent of the amount of taxes lost to 
their political subdivisions by reason of acquisition and ownership by the United 
States of lands, rights, or other property therein for construction in the future 
of any flood-control dam and reservoir specified in Article IV and also for any 
other flood-control dam and reservoir hereafter constructed by the United States 
in the Connecticut River Valley. 

Annually, not later than November first of each year, the commission shall 
determine the loss of taxes resulting to political subdivisions of each signatory 
state by reason of acquisition and ownership therein by the United States of 
lands, rights, or other property in connection with each flood-control dam and 
reservoir for which provision for tax reimbursement has been made in the four 
paragraphs next above. Such losses of taxes as determined by the commission 
shall be based on the tax rate then current in each such political subdivision 
and on the average assessed valuation for a period of five years prior to the 
acquisition by the United States of such property, provided that whenever a 
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political subdivision wherein a flood-control dam and reservoir or portion thereof 
is located shall have made a general revaluation of property subject to the 
annual manicipal taxes of such subdivision, the commission may use such 
revaluation for the purpose of determining the amount of taxes for which 
reimbursement shall be made. Using the percentage of payment agreed to in 
said four paragraphs, the commission shall then compute the sum, if any, due 
from each signatory state to each other signatory state and shall send a notice 
to the treasurer of each signatory state setting forth in detail the sums, if any, 
each is to pay to and receive from each other signatory state in reimbursement 
of tax losses. 

Each signatory state on receipt of formal notification from the commission 
of the sum whieh it is to pay in reimbursement for tax losses, shall, not later 
than July first of the following year, make its payment for such tax losses to 
the signatory state wherein such loss or losses occur, except that in case of the 
first annual payment for tax losses at any dam or reservoir such payment shall 
be made by payor estates not later than July first of the year in which the next 
regular session of its legislature is held. 

’avment by a signatory state of its share of reimbursement for taxes in 
accordance with formal notification received from the commission shall be a 
complete and final discharge of all liability by the payor state to the payee 
state for each flood-control dam and reservoir within the payee state for the 
time specified in such formal notification. Each payee signatory state shall 
have full responsibility for distributing or expending a!l such sums received, 
and no agency or political subdivision shall have any claim against any signatory 
state other than the payee state, nor against the commission relative to tax losses 
covered by such payments. 

Whenever a state which makes reimbursement for tax losses and a state 
which receives such reimbursement from it shall agree, through the commission, 
on a lump-sum payment in lieu of annual payments and such lump-sum payment 
has been made and received, the requirement that the commission annually shall 
determine the tax losses, compute sums due from each state, and send notice 
thereof to the treasurer of each state shall no longer apply to the aforesaid 
states with respect to any flood-control dam and reservoir for which lump-sum 
payment has been made and received. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the State of Connecticut each agrees 
to pay its respective share in reimbursement, as determined by the commission 
under the procedure following, for economic losses and damages occurring by 
reason of ownership of property by the United States for construction and 
operation of a flood-control dam and reservoir at any site specified in Article IV, 
and for any other flood-control dam and reservoir constructed hereafter by the 
United States in the Connecticut River Valley, provided, however, that no reim- 
busement shall be made for speculative losses and damages or losses or damages 
for which the United States is liable. 

On receipt of information from the chief of engineers that request is to be 
made for funds for the purpose of preparing detailed plans and specifications for 
any flood control dam and reservoir proposed to be constructed in the Con- 
necticut River Valley, including those specified in Article IV, the commission 
shall make an estimate of the amount of taxes which would be lost to and of 
economic losses and damages which would occur in political subdivisions of the 
signatory state wherein such dam and reservoir would be located, wholly or in 
part, by reason of acquisition and ownership by the United States of lands, rights 
or other property for the construction and operation of such flood control dam 
and reservoir and shall decide whether the flood control benefits to be derived 
in the signatory states from such flood control dam and reservoir, both by itself 
and as a unit of a comprehensive flood control plan, justifies, in the opinion of 
the commission, the assumption by signatory states of the obligation to make 
reimbursement for loss of taxes and for economic losses and damages. Such 
estimate and decision shall thereafter be reviewed by the commission at five- 
year intervals until such time as the United States shall have acquired title to 
the site of such flood control dam or plans for its construction are abandoned. 
The commission shall notify the governor, the members of the United States 
Senate, and the members of the United States House of Representatives from 
each signatory state and the chief of engineers as to the commission’s decision 
and as to any change in such decision. 

On receipt of information from the chief of engineers that any flood control 
dam and reservoir is to be constructed, reconstructed, altered, or used for any 
purpose in addition to flood control, including those flood control dams and reser- 
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voirs heretofore constructed and those specified in Article IV, the commission 
shall make a separate estimate of the amount of taxes which would be lost to 
and of economic losses and damages which would occur in political subdivisions 
of the signatory state wherein such dam and reservoir would be located, wholly 
or in part, by reason of acquisition and ownership by the United States of lands, 


rights, or other property for the construction and operation of such dam and 
reservoir in excess of the « mated amount of taxes which would be lost and 
of the economic losses and damages which would occur if the dam were con- 


structed and operated for flood control only and the commission shall decide the 
extent to which, in its opinion, the gnatory states would be justified in making 
reimbursement for loss of taxes and for economic losses and damages in addition 





to reimbursement for such dat nd reservoir if constructed and used for flood 
control oniy suc estima and decision shall thereafter be reviewed by the 
comn nat fi ear inte until sucl »as such dam and reservoir shall 
be so constructed, reconstruct alte r used or plans for such construction, 
reconstruction, alteration, or use are abandons The commission shall notify 
the ernor, the membe ( United States Senate, and the members of the 
I ( States House of Representat s from eac signatory state as to the 
ce I SLO! s de sion al al hnge in su h decision 
Within t rtyv days afte ‘ n by he United States of the site of any 
flood control dam the commis n shall proceed to make a final determination 
of econom losses and damages asioned by such dam and reservoir. The 
con sion shall not include in s determination either speculative losses and 
damages or losses and damage which e United States is liable. 
The commission shall ce e the share the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
the State Connect l ‘ » tl ute wherein such dam and 
rest ol cated by mult ing the sum of such losses and damages, as pre 
viens ‘ ‘mined, by the niage of tood control benefits which the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts a he State of Connecticut each receives, in the 
by states, of the f cont benefits resulting from the dam and 
reservoir 
The commission shall send a notice to the treasurer of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and to the treasure f the State of Connecticut setting forth in 
detail the su f any, ear pay to the state wherein such dam and reservoir 
located in reimburseme! economic sses and damages and shall also send 


such notice to the treasurer of the state wherein such dam and reservoir is 
located. 

rhe Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the State of Connecticut on receipt 
of such formal notification by the Commission shall each pay its share of such 


economic losses or damages to the signatory states wherein such losses or damages 


occur. Full payment by either state of the sum specified in such formal notifi 
cation from the commission as to the amount of economic losses and damages 
for which such state is to make reimbursement shall be a complete and final 
discharge of all liability by the payor state to the payee state for economic losses 
and damages for each flood control dam and reservoir within the payee state 
designated in such formal notification Each payee signatory state shall have 


full responsibility for distributing or expending all such sums received and no 
ageney, political subdivision, private person, partnership, firm, association, or 
corporation shall have any claim against any signatory state other than the 
pavee state, nor against the commission relative to such economic losses and 
damages 

A signatory state may, in agreement with the commission and the chief of 
engineers, acquire title or option to acquire title to any or all lands, rights or other 
property required for any flood control dam and reservoir within its boundaries 
and transfer such titles or options to the United States. Whenever the fair 
cost to said signatory state for such titles or options, as determined by the com- 
mission, is greater than the amount received therefor from the United States, 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the State of Connecticut shall each pay 
its share of such excess cost to said signatory state, such share to be determined 
by the commission in accordance with procedure herein contained for determining 
reimbursement for economic losses and damages. 

Whenever the commission shall not agree, within a reasonable time or within 
sixty days after a formal request from the governor of any signatory state, con- 
cerning reimbursement for loss of taxes or for economic losses and damages at any 
flood control dam and reservoir heretofore or hereafter constructed by the United 
States in the Connecticut River Valley, or concerning the extent, if any, to which 
reimbursement shall be made for additional loss of taxes and for additional 
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economic losses and damages caused by construction, reconstruction, alteration or 
use of any such dam for purposes other than flood control, the governor of each 
signatory state shall designate a person from his state as a member of a board 
of arbitration, hereinafter called the board, and the members so designated shall 
choose one additional member who shall be chairman of such board. Whenever 
the members appointed by the governors to such board shall not agree within 
sixty days on such additional member of the board, the governors of such signa- 
tory states shall jointly designate the additional member. The board shall by 
majority vote decide the question referred to it and shall do so in accordance 
with the provisions of this compact concerning such reimbursement. The decision 
of the board on each question referred to it concerning reimbursement for loss 
of taxes and for economic losses and damages shall be binding on the commission 
and on each signatory state, notwithstanding any other provision of this compact. 


ARTICLE VI 


Nothing contained in this compact shall be construed as a limitation upon the 

authority of the United States. 
ARTICLE VII 

The signatory states agree to appropriate for compensation of agents and 
employees of the commission and for office, administrative, travel, and other 
expenses on recommendation of the commission subject to limitations as follows: 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts obligates itself to not more than seventy- 
five hundred (7,500) dollars in any one year, the State of New Hampshire obligates 
itself to not more than one thousand (1,000) dollars in any one year, the State 
of Vermont obligates itself to not more than one thousand (1,000) dollars in any 
one year and the State of Connecticut obligates itself to not more than sixty-five 
hundred (6,500) dollars in any one year. 


ARTICLE VIII 
Should any part of this compact be held to be contrary to the constitution of 
any signatory state or of the United States, all other parts thereof shall continue 
to be in full force and effect. 
ARTICLE IX 
This compact shall become operative and effective when ratified by the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts and the States of New Hampshire, Vermont, and 
Connecticut and approved by the Congress of the United States. Notice of rati- 
fication shall be given by the governor of each state to the governors of the other 
states and to the President of the United States, and the President of the United 
States is requested to give notice to the governors of each of the signatory states 
of approval by the Congress of the United States. 
Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this Act is expressly reserved. 


Senator Busn. The first witness is Senator Aiken. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. AIKEN, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT 


Senator ArkeN. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to have the opportunity 
to appear here this morning in behalf of S. 261.which I introduced 
on behalf of the 8 senators from the 4 States which are interested in 
this bill. 

The purpose of this bill is to grant consent and approval of the 
Congress to the Connecticut River Flood Control Compact which was 
entered into by the States of Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hamp- 
shire, and Vermont. 

The compact provides for reimbursement by downstream States 
receiving benefits from flood-control reservoirs to the State in which 
the reservoir is located for loss of taxes due to Federal ownership of 
reservoir lands, as well as for other economic losses, and damages re- 
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sulting from the project. This bill should have the effect of facilitat- 
ing construction of some needed flood-control projects. Certain 
investigations and surveys involving Federal and State cooperation 
are now under way to determine steps that need to be taken to pro- 
mote flood control and related purposes in the Connecticut River and 
its tributaries. This act will serve as an impetus to greater coopera- 
tion in dealing with the water-resource problems of the affected areas. 

Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further to say this morning. I have 
to go back to another committee hearing very soon, the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, but I expect that Mr. Philip Shutler, who 
is Commissioner of the Water Conservation Board of the State of 
Vermont, will be here any minute and I know that his testimony will 
be helpful to the committee, and I think he has some suggestions for 
some technical changes in the bill, probably a couple of them. We 
have been working on this compact, Mr. Chairman, for many years. 
It was back in 1936 that President Roosevelt suggested that the Con- 
necticut River States enter into a compact. I happened to be Gov- 
ernor of Vermont the year that we finally wrote the first compact and 
then when we sent it to Congress it just got stopped. Whether the 
Federal officials thought we could do it or not, or what the reason 
was I don’t know, but I certainly hope that this compact will enjoy 
a different fate from the one which we wrote in 1937. 

Senator Hottanp. Do I correctly understand that you speak for all 
8 Senators from the 4 States affected ? 

Senator Arken. No. I offered the bill for all 8 Senators. To tell 
the truth, I just have not had time to talk with the other 7 Senators 
about this recently. 

Senator Hotianp. Is it your understanding that they all approve 
of the bill? 

Senator ArkEN. Oh, yes; the legislatures of the four States have all 
approved it, I think almost unanimously. It seems to me there was 
one vote in the Massachusetts Legislature against it. I think in the 
other three States it was unanimous. 

Senator Hotianp. The compact then is an accomplished fact so 
far as State action can go. 

Senator Aiken. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. And it waits only the approval of Congress? 

Senator ArKeNn. That is all. 

Senator Hottanp. Have the States in which these various dams are 
to be constructed each given consent to the construction of the several 
dams ¢ 

Senator Arken. The construction of some dams have been author- 
ized by Congress, and I think approved by the proper officials of the 
States concerned. Mr. Shutler can tell you in detail if you want to 
know just what has been done in that respect. 

Senator Hotianp. I understood from a recital of the bill that each 
of the affected States had given consent. Is that correct, Mr. Shutler? 

Mr. Suutter. That is correct, and in article 4 they name several 
reservoirs in each State on which agreement had been reached at the 
time the compact was negotiated. 

Senator Hotianp. I note that 1 such dam is in Massachusetts, 6 in 
Vermont, and 5 apparently in New Hampshire. 
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Mr. Suutier. Yes, and the compact provides also that the arrange- 
ment for repayment of taxes shall extend to any other dam built ‘by 
the United States, but not named among these. 

Senator Hotianp. Have each of the three States in which there will 
be dams as recited here, have they given consent to the construction of 
those dams ¢ 

Mr. Suutier. Each of them has passed this compact and auto- 
matically they give consent. 

Senator Arken. There has been very close cooperation between the 
4 States concerned for the last 15 years, I think, in working on this 
project. 

Senator Hoi.anp. Just one more question because I completely 
approve this approach as the Senator from Vermont knows. I be- 
lieve the States should do this kind of thing. Am I correct in my 
understanding that there is careful reservation to the United States 
of all of its powers in this field in the compact ? 

Mr. Suutier. Article 6 says— 

Nothing contained in this compact shall be construed as a limitation upon the 
authority of the United States. 

Senator Hotitanp. Mr. Chairman, I am perfectly willing to approve 
it right now. Of course, this is the way the States should move. 

Senator Busu. Are you willing to leave your proxy, Senator Hol- 
land ¢ 

Senator Hotzanp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. Senator Kuchel, this is Mr. Shutler, who is the com- 
missioner of the State Water Conservation Board of Vermont. Do 
you wish to make some observations on this for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP SHUTLER, COMMISSIONER, STATE WATER 
CONSERVATION BOARD OF VERMONT 


Mr. Suutier. I am very pleased to be here. This is the third com- 
pact between the States. The first one was negotiated under the terms 
of the 1936 Flood Control Act, in which the States had to participate 
in the costs, furnishing all of the lands and rights-of-way necessary, 
relocating any roads or railroads or other public utilities, and then 
take over and operate the structures afterward. That compact pro- 
vided also for repayment of taxes and where the reservoirs would be 
located. 

Through introduction in the Congress, it had favorable reports from 
the Flood Control Committee of the House and I think then the Com- 
merce Committee of the Senate, but it did not come to a vote. 

Senator Busu. Is the absence of Federal approval, in your opinion, 
holding up anything? Is it a handicap to the development of the 
flood control up there? 

Mr. Suutter. We shall have to oppose the construction of any dams 
in Vermont unless we know something about how we are going to be 
repaid for the taxes lost. 

Senator Busu. The Federal Government would be slowed down, 
so to speak, by such an action in any State. 

Mr. Suvurier. We hope so. As you know, the decision of flood 
control in the Connecticut River Basin is based upon the big loss 
centers which are in Massachusetts and Connecticut, Spr ingfield, and 
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the other large cities. The dams are principally in our State and in 
New Hampshire and the local towns in which the dams and reservoirs 
will be located. It would cause them to lose property and be taxed 
less because of the Government ownership, and they would not receive 
anything of benefit in return for their losses. Consequently, each 
local unit of government and their officers are greatly opposed to the 
construction of any dam and reservoir so long as that tax situation 

s hanging over it. They are like every other municipality, and I 
aun believe any of the municipalities have more tax money than they 
need to operate W ith. 

Senator Kucner. That seems to be par for government these days. 

Senator Busn. They do not consider that the added benefits which 
may come to them through the installation will compensate for the 
loss ? 

Mr. Suurier. They cannot see any local benefits. They are all 
downstream. In addition, as to not having local benefits, frequently 
a reservoir in the center of the town increases their travel, and causes 
them various other inconveniences. 

Senator Busn. Have you any questions of the commissioner, Sen- 
ator Kuchel ? 


Senator Kucuer. I have read the report by Mr. Bassett and T as- 
sume that the proponents of the legislation are completely satisfied. 
Phere is no question of constitutionality. I notice that comment is 


made some place in that report that no specific language in the bill 
indicates that the comp: * was entered into by previous specific con- 
sent of the commission, but that on the other hand there are at least 
two statutes under which the preliminary negotiations were or could 
be inte — ted as supplying conaceueiota il consent. I was wondering 
why the bill did not forthright say that the compact had been entered 
into by consent of the Congress and avoid any question of interpre- 
tation. 

Mr. Suvurcer. In the first “whereas” here, the first and second in 
the preamble, under provisions of the 1936 Flood Control Act and 
various other acts amendatory thereto, the 1936 act still provides for 
u compact between the States and that feature of it has not been 
amended. 

Senator Kucnen. I have no objection. I think it isa fine thing. I 
notice in this memorandum that there are two statutes under which 
congressional consent might be implied. Not only the 1936 law to 
which you alluded, the Flood Control Act of 1936, but also Public 
Resolution Act 104, so that I suppose there is no question. But since 
the point was raised in the memorandum, I was wondering why the 
bill did not provide specifically that congressional consent had been 
vive n. 

Mr. Suurier. I think the negotiators were working under the 1936 
Flood Control Act as amended up to the time we got together on it. 
And all our provisions were understood to be within the framework 
of that act 

Senator Kucuen. Yes, sir. Now, if a dam were to be built within 
the jurisdiction of a municipality in one of the cities of the States 
entering into this compact, what provision is made for any compensa- 
tion to that community for the loss of whatever property is taken off 
the tax rolls? How is that handled? 
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Mr. Suutter. In the State of New Hampshire the reservoir at 
Surry Mountain has been built and the State of New Hampshire is 
compensating the town for its tax loss. In the Union Village Dam in 
Vermont, that has been built and the State does not compensate the 
town of Thetford, in which the dam, the reservoir, is located. I do 
not know what the State of Massachusetts does with regard to its 
municipalities. 

Senator Kucuer. Of course, I suppose there is an eminent domain 
procedure so that the actual property is compensated for. 

Mr. Suvutrtar. Yes. 

Senator Kucuen. We are only talking about the loss of the ad 
valorem taxes. 

Mr. Suutier. Yes. 

Senator Kucne . This bill just recognizes and confirms the compact 
of the several States? 

Mr. Srivrter. Yes, confirms the compact which does make provision 
for repayment of taxes from the States that are benefited by the flood 
control features. 

Senator Busu. The main purpose of the bill is to take cognizance 
of the tax loss and to make it a communal proposition between the 
States; is that right? 

Mr. Suurter. That is right. 

Senator Busu. Do you confirm that this compact has been already 
approved by all four of the States involved ? 

Mr. Suvtrer. That is correct. I have with me a copy of the en- 
grossed act of the State of Massachusetts. I have a copy of our own 
act. As you know, or maybe you don’t know, but I asked Mr. Wise in 
Connecticut to send Mr. Bassett a copy for Connecticut, and I asked 
Mr. White in New Hampshire to mail a copy of their act. I do not 
know whether they have sent them in or not. 

Senator Busn. They have both been received; yes. I think it should 
be pointed out and you will confirm it that there is no appropriation of 
Federal funds required in connection with this legislation ? 

Mr. Suutter. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Busy. Are there any further questions of the commis- 
sioner? If not, perhaps you will stand by and we may come back 
to you again. 

In the meantime, Senator Kennedy of Massachusetts has asked to 
appear before this committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. KENNEDY, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Senator Kennepy. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to appear to- 
day to testify on behalf of the Connecticut River Flood Control Com- 
past, of which I am one of the sponsors. This compact was authorized 
by Connecticut in 1949 and by Vermont, New Hampshire, and Massa- 
chusetts in 1951. It provides a formula for contributions in lieu of 
taxes to be made by downstream States receiving the benefit of flood 
control reservoirs as reimbursement to the State in which the reservoir 
is located for loss of taxes due to Federal ownership of reservoir lands, 
and for other economic loss to political subdivisions where flood con- 
trol reservoirs are built on the Connecticut River or its tributaries by 
the Federal Government. It is believed that such a compact will 
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facilitate the construction of urgently needed projects. The bill itself, 
of course, involves no expenditure of Federal funds. Unfortunately, 
I might add, the compact does not show on its face that it has been 
ratified in the usual sense of having been signed and confirmed by 
representatives of the four States. I believe I am correct in that. 

For over 5.000 years man has harnessed rivers and controlled 
floods. The Connecticut River is the great river of New England, 
embracing parts of 4 of the 6 New England States within its basin. 
It includes the greatest area and it has the largest population of 
any drainage area in the region. The valley contains all or part 
of 355 towns and cities, of which 20 have a population of over 10,000. 
It contains farms with more than 4,000,000 acres of land, worth 
over one-half billions dollars, and its manufactured products are 
valued at over a billion dollars annually. I think that you can see 
the importance to the Nation of harnessing the serious floods which 
are capable of great damage to this important area. The enormous 
waste of property and water which results from those floods con- 


cerns all of us. Since 1927, flood damages in the entire Connecticut 
Basin have amounted to over $80,000,000, A few weeks ago another 
flood added to this toll. The United States Corps of Engineers 


has been building a series of reservoir projects which have thus far 
emphasized only this single purpose: and further projects are under 
study. The completion of the New York-New England interagency 
study, in which I am most interested, will lead to further projects, 
including those for multipurpose development of the Connecticut 
River. It is imperative that action be taken before flood control 
projects are so far along that there will be no possibility of ade- 
quate mult ipurpose development. 

\s a sponsor of the Connecticut River flood control compact, 1] 
wish to stress the importance of such compact in the development of 
flood control projects in New England. It is only proner that 
southern New England should compensate northern New England 
for losses of farm lands, recreational facilities and tax capacity. 
But I also wish to stress my understanding that it, in addition, 
permits consideration of all the rich advantages of a comprehensive 
water regulation program. If I am correct in my understanding, 
I assume that the compact, upon enactment. will be so carried out. 
If the other sponsors of the compact differ on this interpretation, I 
would appreciate their comments in order that the legislative history 
of the bill may be clear. 

The compact recognizes the role and responsibility of the Federal 
Government in the prevention of floods and in it states, “other 
utilization of water resources.” ‘The compact enables the signatory 
States to cooperate more effectively in accomplishing the object of 
flood control and water resources utilization in the basin of the 
Connecticut River and its tributaries. Unlike the compact submitted 
in 1937, it neither limits the authority of the United States Govern- 
ment to take further action with respect to such developments nor 
with respect to the provisions of the compact itself. I have, there- 
fore, assumed that such a compact does not intend to stress single- 
purpose river development projects—such purpose being that of 
flood control only—to the exclusion of multipurpose projects which 
could produce badly needed power, aid navigation, regulate pollu- 
tion or take other action. It is instead, I am confident, a proposal 
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typical of New England wherein our States, recognizing the need 
for Federal action with respect to one of the many phases of river 
development, are cooperating to see that the local costs as well as 
the local advantages of such Federal activity are equitably allocated 
among the four Connecticut River States. 

As I believe that the Connecticut River Flood Control Compact 
is an aid to such comprehensive development, a contribution toward 
that end by solving problems arising from a particular phase thereof, 
the controlling of destructive floods, I urge that you give it your full 
support. 

Senator Busu. Thank you, Senator. Have you any questions to 
ask the Senator from Massachusetts, Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucue.. I would be interested in this. If the expenditure 
of moneys by any of the States involved under the intent of the com- 
pact limited to compensating the southern area which is included for 
loss of tax revenue. 

Senator Kennepy. You mean the northern area really. 

Senator Kucnen. Yes. 

Senator Bus. The construction work is mostly in the northern 
area, 

Senator Kennepy. I notice that the Commissioner commented on 
that. 

Senator Busu. Did you hear the question ? 

Mr. Suutter. Is it limited to that for what purpose? 

Senator Kucuen. For the compensation to any municipality for 
their loss in tax revenue. Is that the single area in which local, that 
is to say, State moneys would be appropriated and used. 

Mr. Suutier. Well, that is the immediate one. The compact pro- 

vides for a commission and the commission, the States appropriate 
money to carry on the activities of the commission, and among its 
duties the bill says on page 8, line 4: 
The commission shall make, or cause to be made, such studies as it may deem 
necessary, in cooperation with the corps of engineers and other Federal agen- 
cies for the development of a comprehensive plan for flood control and for 
utilization of the water resources of the Connecticut River Valley. 

The commission in the compact is directed to study each one of the 
proposals and the reimbursement for taxes would run also to any tax 
loss occasioned by the construction of a multipurpose dam where the 
land taking is beyond that required for flood control only. 

Senator Kennepy. On page 12 it gives the statement: 

Such losses of taxes as determined by the commission shall be based on the 
tax rate then current in each such political subdivision and on the average 
assessed valuation for a period of 5 years prior to the acquisition by the United 
States of such property, provided that whenever a political subdivision wherein 
a flood control dam and reservoir or portion thereof is located shall have made 
a general revaluation of property subject to the annual municipal taxes of such 
subdivision, the commission may use such revaluation for the purpose of deter- 
mining the amount of taxes for which reimbursement shall be made. 

Senator Kucuet. Where is that? 

Senator Kennepy. That is on pages 12 and 13 of the bill, begin- 
ning at line 24 on page 12 and concluding on line 9 of page 13 of the 
bill. It seems to me that gives some information on the procedure 
anyway. 

Senator Kucuer. What does the Chair desire? 
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Senator Busu. Were you finished with your questioning ¢ 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. 

Senator Busn. I have no questions. Senator, I appreciate very 
much your having come in today. 

Senator Kennepy. Certainly. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. I would like unanimous consent to put in this sum- 
mary of the bill prepared by the staff. You have seen the copy? 

Senator Kucue. Yes. 

Senator Busn. If there is no objection it will be put in the record, 

(The summary referred to is as follows:) 


CONNECTICUT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL COMPACT (S. 261) 
SUM MARY 


The Connecticut River and its tributaries have been improved by the Corps 
of Engineers in accordance with various flood control acts. There is now in 
progress an investigation of the Connecticut River Basin to determine the ad- 
visability of further improvement in the interest of flood control and allied 
purposes, and to determine possible alternate locations for authorized projects 
which sites were not approved by the States in which located. There is also 
in progress a study of the resources of the New England-New York region by 
an interagency basin committee, in cooperation with the governors of the 
affected States, which will consider flood control and related water uses of 
the Connecticut River Basin, in connection with those of other streams. 

The purpose of the bill, 8S. 261, is to grant the consent and approval of Con- 
gress to the Connecticut River flood-control compact entered into by the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts, and the States of Connecticut, New Hampshire, 
and Vermont. The compact provides for reimbursement by downstream States 
receiving benefits from flood control reservoirs to the State in which the reservoir 
s located for loss of taxes due to Federal ownership of reservoir lands, as well 
as for other economic losses and damages resulting from construction of dams 
and reservoirs. It will have the effect of facilitating construction of some 
urgently needed flood control projects. 

This bill does not make the United States a party to the compact. 

No appropriation of Federal funds is required. 


S. 261, A BILL GRANTING THE CONSENT AND APPROVAL OF CONGRESS TO THE 
CONNECTICUT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL COMPACT 


The purpose of this bill is to grant the consent and approval of Congress to a 
compact between the States of Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, 
and Vermont, creating the Connecticut River Valley Flood Control Commission, 
and defining its power and functions. 

The compact will provide effective cooperation between the States named in 
matters relating to flood control and water resources utilization in the Con- 
necticut River Basin, and also for reimbursing the States in which Federal 
reservoirs are located, by the downstream States receiving flood control bene- 
fits, to compensate for loss of taxes on reservoir lands, and for other economic 
losses and damages. 


Analysis by sections 


Preamble.—The Flood Control Act of 1936, and subsequent acts, provided for 
Federal construction of dams and local protection works on the Connecticut 
River, an interstate stream, for flood control, and where feasible, for irrigation, 
recreation, development of hydroelectric power, or other purposes, in the Com- 
monwealth of Massachusetts and the States of Connecticut, New Hampshire, 
and Vermont, to control floods, prevent loss of life and property, disruption of 
orderly processes, and impairment of commerce. 

Works completed are: Hartford and East Hartford, Conn.; Springfield, River- 
dale, West Springtield, Chicopee, Northampton, Holyoke, and Springdale, Mass. ; 
Knightville, Birch Hill, and Tully Reservoirs, Mass.; Surry Mountain Reservoir, 
N. H.; Union Village Reservoir, Vt. Agreements have been reached with the 
States for construction of storage reservoirs at Barre Falls, Mass., and Ball 
Mountain and Townshend, Vt. 
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Comprehensive flood control plan should include dams and reservoirs con- 
trolling flood runoff from 25 percent of drainage area of Connecticut River 
above Hartford, strategically located with respect to damage centers. Corps 
of Engineers has been authorized to determine what additional works are needed. 
Any additional reservoirs in Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont will 
remove the property acquired bv the United States from the tax rolls of local 
governments and work hardships against the States. Any dam and reservoir 
constructed by the United States should have the approval of the States in 
which located, and the States receiving benefits should make reimbursement 
for loss of taxes necessitated. The plan can best be accomplished by coopera- 
tion between the States in the basin through a joint agency of said States. 

Article I.—Purposes of the compact are: (a) Promote interstate unity; (0) 
assure adequate storage capacity in reservoirs for flood control; and (¢) pro- 
vide a joint agency for more effective cooperation and protect and preserve local 
interest and sovereignty of the affected States. 

Article II —Creates “The Connecticut River Valley Flood Control Commis- 
sion” composed of 12 members, 3 residents from each State, chosen in such 
manner and for such terms as determined by the laws of the respective States. 
A majority of the members from each State shall constitute a quorum, but no 
action of the commission would be binding unless two members from each State 
voted in favor of it. 

Compensation of members to be determined and paid by the States they repre- 
sent, and necessary expenses paid from funds of the commission. Commission 
to elect from members a chairman, vice chairman, clerk, and treasurer, the latter 
officer to furnish bond. Commission shall adopt suitable bylaws and rules and 
regulations, not inconsistent with existing laws; make annual report to governor 
and State legislature; maintain suitable office, and keep a record of all 
proceedings. 

Article IIT.—Commission to constitute a body, corporate and politic, with full 
power: (1) To sue and be sued; (2) to have a seal and alter same; (3) to ap- 
point and employ necessary agents and employees, and to fix their duties, qualifi- 
cations, and salaries; (4) to enter into necessary contracts and agreements; and 
(5) to have additional powers and duties assigned to it by the State legislatures 
or by Congress. The commission shall make or cause to be made any necessary 
studies, in cooperation with Federal agencies for development of a comprehen- 
sive water resource plan for the Connecticut River Basin. 

Article IV.—Signatory States in which each dam and reservoir is located 
agrees to its construction by the United States in accordance with authoriza- 
tion: Massachusetts—at Barre Falls on Ware River; Vermont—(1) West Town- 
send on West River, (2) Ball Mountain on West River, (3) North Hartland on 
Ottanquechee River, (4) Groton Pond on Wells River, (5) Victory on Moose 
River, (6) Bloomfield on Nulhegan River; New Hampshire—(1) at South Keene 
on Otter Brook, (2) Walpole on Cold River, (83) Bethlehem Junction on Am- 
monoosue River, (4) Franconia on Ammonoosuce River, (5) Swiftwater on Wild 
Ammonoosue River. 

Article V.—This article deals with reimbursements by downstream States re- 
ceiving benefits to upstream States for loss of taxes due to United States owner- 
ship of lands. Massachusetts to reimburse New Hampshire 50 percent for Surry 
Mountain Reservoir and Vermont 50 percent for Union Village Reservoir. 

Connecticut to reimburse Massachusetts 40 percent for Tully, Knightville, and 
Birch Hill Reservoirs; New Hampshire 40 percent for Surry Mountain Reser- 
voir; and Vermont 40 percent for Union Village Reservoir. Massachusetts to 
reimbure New Hampshire 50 percent for loss due to reservoirs mentioned in 
article IV, South Keene, Walpole, Bethlehem Junction, Franconia, Swiftwater 
Reservoirs, and any others; and Vermont 50 percent for West Townshend, Ball 
Mountain, North Hartland, Groton Pond, Victory, Bloomfield, and any others. 

Connecticut to reimburse Massachusetts 40 percent for loss due to reservoir 
at Barre Falls, and any others; New Hampshire 40 percent for South Keene, 
Walpole, Bethlehem Junction, Franconia, Swiftwater Reservoirs, and any others: 
Vermont 40 percent for West Townshend, Ball Mountain, North Hartland, 
Groton Pond, Victory, Bloomfield, and any others. 

Annually, not later than November 1 of each year commission shall determine 
loss of taxes resulting to political subdivisions by acquisition and ownership of 
land by United States, such loss to be based on current tax rate on average 
assessed valuation for 5 years prior to acquisition by United States, provided 
that if a revaluation of property has been made it may be used in determining 
reimbursement. Commission will notify each State amount they are to pay or 
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receive, Which amount will be paid by July 1 of following year. Each State 
shall have full responsibility for expending or distributing all sums received 

Agreements between States may be made through the commission for a lump- 
sum settlement in lieu of annual payments, in which case annual tax loss deter 
mination and payment would not be necessary. 

Massachusetts and Connecticut each agree to pay its respective share in reim- 
bursement as determined by the commission for economic losses and damages 
due to construction and operation of a dam or reservoir in the Connecticut River 
Valley, and that no reimbursement will be made for speculative losses and dam 
ages, or losses or damages for which the United States is liable. 

When notified by the Chief of Engineers that funds have been requested for 
preparation of plans and specifications for a dam and reservoir, the commission 
will make an estimate of the amount of taxes that would be lost and of the 
economic losses and damages in the political subdivisions of the State in which 
the project is located, and decide whether the flood-control benefits to be derived, 
by the signatory States, by the reservoir itself or as a unit in a comprehensive 
plan, justifies the assumption by the States of the obligation to make reimburse- 
ment for loss of taxes and for economic losses. Such estimate and decisions 
reviewed by the commission at 5-year intervals until United States acquires 
title to the site or plans for its construction are abandoned. Governor, Members 
of the United States House and Senate will be notified by the commission of its 
decision, or change in decision. 

When the Chief of Engineers notifies the commission that any flood-control 
dam and reservoir is to be constructed, reconstructed, altered, or used for any 
purpose in addition to flood control, a separate estimate will be made of the 
amount of taxes that would be lost and the economic losses and damages, in excess 
of the amounts lost if the project were operated for flood control only. The com- 
mission shall decide the extent to which the States would be justified in making 
reimbursements for losses, in addition to reimbursements if operated for flood 
control only. Estimates to be reviewed by the commission at 5-year intervals 
until construction or abandonment. Governor, Members of United States House 
and Senate notified of change in decision. 

Commission will proceed to make final determination of economic losses and 
damages within 30 days after acquisition by the United States of the site. Specu- 
lative iosses not to be included. 

The share Massachusetts and Connecticut shall pay to the State in which 
project is located to be computed by the commission by multiplying the sum of 
losses determined, by the percentage of flood-control benefits each receives 
in the allocation of the resulting benefits. Notices will be sent by the commis- 
sion to the treasurer of Massachusetts and Connecticut and the State in which 
project is located, of the sum each is to pay. On receipt of such notification 
Massachusetts and Connecticut shall pay to the signatory States wherein such 
loss occurs its share of such losses, to be distributed by each payee State. 

A signatory State may acquire title or option to any or all lands required for 
any project, and transfer such title to the United States. When the fair cost 
to said State is greater than the amount received from the United States, Massa- 
chusetts and Connecticut shall pay excess cost to the signatory State. 

When the commission does not agree within a reasonable time or within 60 
days after a formal request from the Governor of any signatory State concern- 
ing reimbursement, the Governor of each signatory State shall designate a per- 
son from his State as a member of a board of arbitration. The designated mem- 
bers shall choose one additional member to be chairman of the board. The 
board shall decide the question referred to it by majority vote, and the decision 
shail be binding on the signatory States. 

Article VI.—This article protects the interests of the United States, by pro- 
viding that nothing in the compact is to be construed as a limitation upon the 
authority of the United States. 

Article VII.—Signatory States agree to appropriate for expenses of the com- 
mission, limited to $7,500 for Massachusetts, $6,500 for Connecticut, and New 
Hampshire and Vermont for $1,000 each. 

Article VIIT.—If any part of the compact held to be contrary to the Constitu- 
tion of any signatory State or of the United States, all other parts to continue 
in full force and effect. 

Article IX.—Compact to become operative and effective when ratified by the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the States of New Hampshire, Vermont, 
and Connecticut, and approved by the Congress of the United States. Notice of 
ratification to be given by the Governor of each State to the Governors of other 
States and to the President of the United States, and the President will give 
notice to the Governors of the signatory States of approval by the Congress. 
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Senator Busn. I have a letter from Senator Saltonstall in which he 
requested that we put in the record a statement which accompanies his 
letter and in which he also expresses wholehearted support of the bill, 
also a statement of Congressman John W. Heselton of Massachusetts. 
Is there objection ¢ If not, they will be placed in the record. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
April 22, 1953. 
Hon. Prescott Bus, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would appreciate it very much if the brief attached 
statement that I have prepared could be put into the Record when the Subcommit- 
tee on Flood Control of the Committee on Public Works hears the Connecticut 
River Valley Compact bill. 

Personally, I hope the committee will unanimously report the bill as promptly 
as possible. 

I regret that I cannot be present to deliver this statement myself. As Chair- 
man of the Armed Services Committee, it will be necessary for me to attend hear- 
ings planned for tomorrow morning at the time when this bill will come before 
your subcommittee. 

I will be glad to discuss this bill with you at any time mutually convenient if 
you wish to do so. 

With best regards and thanks, I am 

Sincerely, 
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, United States Senator. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR LEVERETT SALTONSTALL IN Support oF S. 261 


Mr. Chairman, I am glad to appear today to express my wholehearted support 
of S. 261. 

Twice, first in 1936 and again in 1938, I have personally witnessed floods in 
the Connecticut River valley which left in their wake serious damage to the 
valley’s farms and factories. Since 1938, the Federal Government has con- 
structed dikes, flood walls and other flood-control works at various sites in Con- 
necticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Vermont. We had prolonged and 
heavy rains again this spring that would probably have resulted in the repetition 
of destructive floods but for the presence of these works. 

To complete this flood-control system, additional dams and reservoirs are 
needed in the upstream States. Congress has already authorized their construc- 
tion. But the price of flood control is the loss from the tax rolls of local govern- 
ments in the upstream States of property flooded by waters backing up behind 
the dams. The four States concerned—Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hamp- 
shire and Vermont—have accordingly entered into a compact that would provide 
for the reimbursement by Massachusetts and Connecticut of these losses to Ver- 
mont and New Hampshire. This compact has been approved by the four legisla- 
tures and the four governors, and S. 261, which would grant the consent and 
approval of Congress to this compact, has the bipartisan support of the Senators 
from all four States. 

The Federal Power Commission and the Corps of Engineers have stated that 
they see no reason why the compact should not be approved. I understand that 
the committee has also received letters from the Department of Justice, the 
Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of the Budget stating that these 
Departments see no objection to the enactment by Congress of S. 261. 

I hope the committee will report the bill favorably so as to bring to a successful 
conclusion negotiations which have been going on since 1945. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 28, 1958. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON PuBLIC WorKS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 8. 261. 
Mr. CHAIRMAN: I wish to endorse the enactment of 8S. 261 which provides for 
granting the consent and approval of Congress to the Connecticut River Flood 
Control Compact. 


34174—53——_3 
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I am confident that you know that this compact is desired by all of the inter- 
ested parties and that it is essential to effective flood-control work in the States 
of Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Vermont. It will affect the 
Connecticut River and its tributaries which flow through the First Congressional 
District of Massachusetts which I have the honor of representing. 

Since all the States involved are in complete agreement as to this bill and it 
involves no expenditure whatsoever on the part of the Federal Government, I 
sincerely hope that the committee will make a favorable report as soon as possible 
and that speedy congressional and Presidential action will follow. 

JoHN W. HESELTON, 
Member of Congress, First District, Massachusetts. 


Senator Busu. There is also here a telegram from the Governor of 
New Hampshire in which he expresses New Hampshire’s complete 
approval of the bill. 

With it there is another telegram from Walter G. White, chairman 
of the New Hampshire Water Resources Board, urging favorable con- 
sideration of the bill, and a letter from the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States. 

Without objections, those two telegrams and letter which I have 
named will be placed in the record. 

(The telegrams and letter referred to are as follows :) 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1953. 
Senator Prescott BusH, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, 
Senate Public Works Committee, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR BusH: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States urges 
your subcommittee to support the Aiken bill, 8S. 261, granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to the Connecticut River Flood Control Compact. 

The chamber recommends the establishment of major river-basin areas as plan- 
ning units for water resources to be implemented and developed in recognition of 
the principle of “equitable division or apportionment” of water uses as between 
States on the same stream by means of interstate compacts. The powers of the 
States operating under such agreements should not be abridged, modified, or 
superseded by Federal courts, laws, or agencies. 

We believe that flood control is a composite water-resource problem which 
should be viewed in its entirety, and in the solution of which Federal, State, and 
local governments should participate on a cooperative basis, with due regard to 
the benefits. There should be provision for direct assessment of a portion of the 
cost against beneficiaries wherever practicable. 

The Connecticut River Flood Control Compact is in harmony with these beliefs. 
The chamber, therefore, urges your subcommittee to vote for a prompt and favor- 
able report on S. 261, and asks that this statement be made a part of the record 
of the hearings. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs. 


Concorp, N. H., April 22, 1953. 
E. W. BASSETT, 
Public Works Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Please consider this telegram as expressing New Hampshires complete ap- 
proval of Senate bill 261 and recommending its favorable consideration by 
your committee. 

Hue Grease, 
Governor of New Hampshire. 


Concorp, N. H., April 22, 1953. 


E. W. BASSETT, 
Public Works Committee, United States Senate: 
I cannot be present to testify on Senate bill 261 but I urge the bill’s favorable 
consideration by the Committee on Public Works. Phillip Shutler, commis- 
sioner water conservation board, Vermont, is planning to be present and will 











FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 31 


represent both Vermont and New Hampshire and will be available for any 
questions the committee wishes answered. 
. Water G. WHITE, 
Chairman, New Hampshire Water Resources Board. 


Senator Busu: We have here reports from different Government 
agencies, reporting on this bill and their own views. 

The first of these is a report from the Bureau of the Budget, a 
report from the Department of Justice, a report from the Secretary 
of the Army and a report from the Department of Agriculture. All 
of these reports express favorable interest in this bill and recom- 
mend its passage. 

If there is no objection, these four reports will go in the record. 

(The reports are as follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
5 BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 10, 1953. 
Hon. EpwAgkp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 
February 4, 1953, requesting the views of this office with respect to 8. 261, a bill 
“Granting the consent and approval of Congress to the Connecticut River Flood 
Control Compact.” 

The compact which this bill would approve provides primarily for reimbursing 
the States in which Federal reservoirs are located, by the downstream States 
receiving flood-control benefits, to compensate for loss of taxes on reservoir lands. 

As the bill does not involve the expenditure of funds by the United States and 
as article VI of the compact provides that nothing in the compact is to be con- 
strued as a limitation upon the authority of the United States, this office would 
have no objection to the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMER B. Staats, Assistant Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
March 11, 1953. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart- 
ment of Justice on the bill (S. 261) granting the consent and approval of Con- 
gress to the Connecticut River Flood Control Compact. 

The bill would give the consent and approval of Congress to a compact between 
the States of Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Vermont, creat- 
ing the Connecticut River Valley Flood Control Commission and defining its 
powers and functions. The purpose of the compact is to provide for the effective 
cooperation between the States named in accomplishing the object of flood control 
and water resources utilization in the basin of the Connecticut River and 
tributaries. 

The question of whether the bill should be enacted is regarded as one of policy 
concerning which this Department prefers to make no recommendation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. : 

Sincerely, 
Wirtt1Am P. Roaers, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 28, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 261, 83d Congress, a bill granting 
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the consent and approval of Congress to the Connecticut River Flood Control 
Compact. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill, 

The purpose of the bill is to grant the consent and approval of Congress to the 
Connecticut River Flood Control Compact entered into by the States of Connect- 
icut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont. The compact provides for 
reimbursement by downstream States receiving benefits from flood-control res- 
ervoirs to the State in which the reservoir is located for loss of taxes due to 
Federal ownership of reservoir lands, as well as for other economic losses and 
damages resulting from the project. It will have the effect of facilitating con- 
struction of some urgently needed flood-control projects. 

The Connecticut River and tributaries have been improved by the Corps of 
Engineers in accordance with various flood control acts, and there is now under 
way an investigation of the Connecticut River Basin to determine the advisa- 
bility of further improvement in the interest of flood control and allied purposes. 
In addition to this study, the New Engiand-New York Inter-Agency Committee 
has in progress a survey of the resources of the New England-New York region. 
Flood control and related water uses in the Connecticut River Basin will be con- 
sidered in connection with that survey, which is being conducted in cooperation 
with the Governors of the affected States. 

The interests of the United States are protected by article VI of the compact 
which provides that nothing in the compact is to be construed as a limitation 
upon the authority of the United States. 

The bill does not involve the expenditure of funds by the United States. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Ronret T. Stevens, Secretary of the Army. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 8, 1958. 
Hon, Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MARTIN: This is in reply to your letter of February 4, 1953, 
requesting a report by this Department on 8. 261, a bill granting the consent 
and approval of Congress to the Connecticut River Flood Control Compact. 

Section 1 of the bill gives consent and approval of the Congress to the Con- 
necticut River Flood Control Compact between the States of Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, New Hampshire, and Vermont and includes the wording of the 
compact in full. Section 2 reserves the right to alter, amend, or repeal the act. 

Study of the provisions of the compact as included in the bill leads us to 
conclude that, as drawn, it was not intended to apply to the flood-prevention 
program and works for runoff and waterflow retardation, which include small 
upstream floodwater retarding structures, of this Department when carried 
out on the watershed. sgased on this conclusion, we would have no objection 
to the passage of bill S. 261. We recommend, however, that the committee 
as part of the record make note of the programs of this Department as being 
beyond the understood intent and purview of the compact. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Under Secretary. 

Senator Busn. Is there any other business to come before the com- 
mittee at this time. 

Mr. Suutier. May I make a remark in connection with the bill? 

Senator Busu. Please do. 

Mr. Suutter. Article IV under number (5), appearing on page 
10, line numbered 20 of the bill shows the name “Swiftwater” as 
being in two parts. Swiftwater should be a single word, in New 
Hampshire, anyway. 
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Senator Bus. Without objction, we will change that in the bill. 
Have you any other suggestions of that nature? 
i Mr. Suutier. No. 

Senator Busu. There are no other witnesses. 

Is there any other subject to come before the committee ? 

Senator Kucue.. Do you want a motion? 

Senator Busu. I think a motion would be in order to report tavor- 
‘ ably on this bill to the full committee. 

Senator Kucuer. I so move. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, that will be ordered. 

If there is no other business to come before the committee, the com- 
‘ mittee stands adjourned. 


(Thereupon, at 10: 34 a. m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 
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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1953 


UnitTep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrroi, Rivers anp Harpors, 
Washington, D. C. 


S. 1637 anp S. 1638—Buiniis To AuTHorRIzE THE SALE oF CerTAIN LANDS 
TO THE Sratre or OKLAHOMA 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott S. Bush (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 


Present: Senators Bush (chairman of subcommittee), Kuchel, Hol- 
land, Stennis, and Kerr. 

Also present: Mr. Ellsworth Bassett, clerk. 

Senator Busu. The committee will be in order. 

S. 1637 and S. 1638 are two bills which have been introduced by 
Senator Kerr. They are before the committee this morning for con- 
sideration and will be made a part of the record. 

(S. 1637 and S. 1638 are as follows:) 


[S. 1637, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To authorize the sale of certain lands to the State of Oklahoma 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
authorized to convey by quitclaim deed to the State of Oklahoma, for public park 
and recreational purposes only, such areas within the portion of Fort Gibson 
Dam and Reservoir project, Oklahoma, presently leased to said State for public 
park and recreational purposes, as he shall deem essential to provide building 
sites for permanent buildings and other improvements for public park and 
recreational purposes, but not to exceed fifty acres, at fair value as determined 
by him, which in no event shall be less than the cost to the Government of 
acquiring such areas, and under such terms and conditions as he shall deem 
advisable to assure that the use of said areas by the State will not interfere 
with the operation of said dam and reservoir project and such additional terms 
and conditions as he shall deem advisable in the public interest. 

The conveyance authorized by this Act shall not pass any right, title, or 
interest in oil, gas, fissionable materials, or other minerals. 

In the event actual construction of the said buildings and improvements has 
not commenced within five years from the effective date of this Act, or in the 
event said property shall cease to be used for public park and recreational 
purposes for a period of two years then title thereto shall immediately revert 
to the United States. 
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[S. 1638, 83d Cong., 1st sess. ] 
A BILL To authorize the sale of certain lands to the State of Oklahoma 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby 
authorized to convey by quitclaim deed to the State of Oklahoma, for public 
park and recreational purposes only, such areas within the portion of Denison 
Dam and Reservoir project, Oklahoma, presently leased to said State for public 
park and recreational purposes, as he shall deem essential to provide buliding 


cites for permanent buildings and other improvements for public park and 
recreational purposes, but not to exceed seventy acres, at fair value as deter- 
mined by him, which in no event shall be less than the cost to the Government 
of acquiring such areas, and under such terms and conditions as he shall deem 
advisable to assure that the use of said areas by the State will not interfere 
with the operation of said dam and reservoir project and such additional terms 
and conditions as he shall deem advisable in the public interest. 

The conveyance authorized by this Act shall not pass any right, title, or interest 
in oil, gas, fissionable materials, or other minerals. 

In the event actual construction of the said buildings and improvements has 
not commenced within five years from the effective date of this Act, or in the 


event said property shall cease to be used for public park and recreational pur- 
poses for a period of two years then title thereto shall immediately revert to the 
United States 

Senator Busn. The two bills before us appear to be noncontroversial 
and not expensive to the Government. 

Will you explain both of the bills to us, Senator ? 

Senator Kerr. These bills have to do with the State acquiring title 
to land in the areas around Federal flood-control projects. The Okla- 
homa Planning and Resources Board already has a 50-year lease that 
has a renewal clause in it but they want to build some recreation facil- 
ities there and in order to do it, they have to own the exact spot where 
the facilities are built. 

enator susH. May I read the first paragraph of this? The pur- 
pose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Army to convey 
to the State of Oklahoma an area of not to exceed 50 acres within 
the Fort Gibson dam and reservoir project for public park and recrea- 
tional purposes at fair value, but no less than the cost to the Govern- 
ment of acquiring such an area. 

Senator Kerr. That is what it is, and it is on 2 different projects, 
one of 50 acres, and the other 70 acres. 

Senator Busu. The purpose of this bill—— 

Senator Kerr. The Budget has approved it and the Army engineers 
have approved it. W hatever money is involved comes to the Federal 
Government, and not less than they paid for it, but if it is worth more 
now than it was, they are to get that also. 

Senator Busu. And the othe r one? 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to convey to the State of Oklahoma, for public park and recreation 
purposes only, such areas within the portion of Denison dam and 
reservoir project, Oklahoma, presently leased to the State for public 
park and recreation purposes. That is leased by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Senator Kerr. That is already leased by the Federal Government 
to the State of Oklahoma. 

Senator Busu. As he shall deem essential to provide building sites 
for permanent buildings and other improvements for public park and 
recreational purposes, ‘but not to exceed 70 acres, at fair value as de- 
termined by him, which in no event shall be less than the cost to the 











FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 37 


Government of acquiring such areas, and under such terms and con- 
ditions as he shall deem advisable to assure that the use of said areas 
by the State will not interfere with the operation of said dam and 
reservoir project and such additional terms and conditions as he shall 
deem advisable in the public interest. 

I see no objection. Do you? 

Senator Kucuet. No objection. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, the bills will be reported 
favorably. 

(The reports from the Bureau of the Budget and the Department 
of the Army on these bills are as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 6, 19538. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. CO. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 16, 1953, 
requesting the views of this Office with respect to S. 1637, a bill to authorize the 
sale of certain lands to the State of Oklahoma. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Army to convey to 
the State of Oklahoma, for public park and recreational purposes only, such areas 
within the portion of Fort Gibson Dam and Reservoir project, Oklahoma, pres- 
ently leased to the State for public-park and recreational purposes, as he shall 
deem essential to provide sites for permanent buildings and other improvements 
for public-park and recreational purposes, but not to exceed 50 acres, at fair value 
and under such terms as the Secretary of the Army shall deem advisable to 
assure that use of the areas by the State will not interfere with the operation of 
the project. 

This office would have no objection to the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosgerH M. Dongs, Director. 


May 18, 1953. 
Hon. EpDwarD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 1637, 88d Congress, a bill to authorize 
the sale of certain lands to the State of Oklahoma. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill and has 
no objection to its enactment. 

The purpose of this measure is to authorize the Secretary of the Army to convey 
by quitclaim deed to the State of Oklahoma for public-park and recreational pur- 
poses only, such areas within the Fort Gibson Dam and Reservoir project, pres- 
ently leased to the said State for public-park and recreational purposes as the 
Secretary shall deem essential to provide building sites for permanent buildings 
and other improvements for public-park and recreational purposes, but not to 
exceed 50 acres, at fair value as determined by the said Secretary, which shall in 
no event be less than the cost to the Government of acquiring said areas, subject 
to such terms and conditions as he shall deem advisable to assure that the use of 
said areas by the State will not interfere with the operation of said dam and 
reservoir project, and such additional terms and conditions as he shall deem ad- 
visable in the public interest. The bill further provides for reversion of title to 
the United States in the event construction is not started within 5 years, or the 
property ceases to be used for park and recreational purposes for a period of 2 
years. 

Significant public benefits are obtained from public-park and recreational use 
of reservoir areas of flood-control projects. In recognition of this fact, State and 
local governmental agencies interesied in the development of adequate park and 
recreational facilities have been encouraged to accept responsibility for manage- 
ment of areas within flood-control reservoirs available for public recreational 
use. Authority for granting leases and licenses to States for such purposes is 
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contained in section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1946. Although a lease has 
been granted to the State of Oklahoma for public-park and recreational purposes, 
the State has indicated that title to lands on which permanent improvements 
would be placed is essential if the cost of those improvements is to be financed. 
The State of Oklahoma proposes to finance its expenditures required in permanent 
improvement of park and recreational facilities at the Fort Gibson project through 
the issuance of bonds to be retired solely from revenues generated from the use 
of such facilities by the public. There is no objection to the State making such 
use of the lands and if fee title would assist the State in financing the cost of its 
improvements, the Department of the Army favors granting the State such 
title under the conditions outlined in S. 1637. 
Enactment of the proposed bill will not involve the expenditure of any Federal 
funds. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BureavU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 1, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 16, 1953, 
requesting the views of this office with respect to S. 1638, a bill to authorize the 
sale of certain lands to the State of Oklahoma. 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Army to convey 
to the State of Oklahoma, for public park and recreational purposes only, such 
areas within the portion of Denison Dam and Reservoir project, Oklahoma, 
presently leased to the State for public park and recreational purposes, as he 
shall deem essential to provide sites for permanent buildings and other improve- 
ments for public park and recreational purposes, but not to exceed 70 acres, 
at fair value and under such terms as the Secretary of the Army shall deem 
advisable to assure that use of the areas by the State will not interfere with the 
operation of the project. 

This office would have no objection to the enactment of this measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jos. M. Doneg, Director. 


May 18, 1953. 
Hon. EpwArp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to 8. 1638, 883d Congress, a bill to authorize 
the sale of certain lands to the State of Oklahoma. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill and has 
no objection to its enactment. 

The purpose of this measure is to authorize the Secretary of the Army to 
convey by quitclaim deed to the State of Oklahoma for public park and recrea- 
tional purposes only, such areas within the Denison Dam and Reservoir project, 
presently leased to the said State for public park and recreational purposes as 
the Secretary shall deem essential to provide building sites for permanent build- 
ings and other improvements for public park and recreational purposes, but not 
to exceed 70 acres, at fair value as determined by the said Secretary, which shall 
in no event be less than the cost to the Government of acquiring said areas, 
subject to such terms and conditions as he shall deem advisable to assure that 
the use of said areas by the State will not interfere with the operation of said 
dam and reservoir project, and such additional terms and conditions as he shall 
deem advisable in the public interest. The bill further provides for reversion of 
title to the United States in the event construction is not started within 5 years, 
= the property ceases to be used for park and recreational purposes for a period 
of 2 years. 
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Signficant public benefits are obtained from public park and recreational use 
of reservoir areas of flood-control projects. In recognition of this fact, State and 
local governmental agencies interested in the development of adequate park and 
recreational facilities have been encouraged to accept responsibility for manage- 
ment of areas within flood-control reservoirs available for public recreational use. 
Authority for granting leases and licenses to States for such purposes is con- 
tained in section 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1946. Although a lease has been 
granted to the State of Oklahoma for public park and recreational purposes, the 
State has indicated that title to lands on which permanent improvements would 
be placed is essential if the cost of those improvements is to be financed. The 
State of Oklahoma proposes to finance its expenditures required in permanent 
improvement of park and recreational facilities at the Denison Dam project 
through the issuance of bonds to be retired solely from revenues generated from 
the use of such facilities by the public. There is no objection to the State 
making such use of the lands and if fee title would assist the State in financing 
the cost of its improvements, the Department of the Army favors granting the 
State such title under the conditions outlined in S. 1638. 

Enactment of the proposed bill will not involve the expenditure of any Federal 
funds. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 
(Whereupon, the committee proceeded to the consideration of other 
business. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1953 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBCcOMMITTER ON FLoop ControL, Rivers AnD Harpors, 
Washington, D. C. 


S. 621—A Butt To Avurnorize AppITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
Lower San Joaquin River Prosecr 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a. m., in Room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott S. Bush (chairman of 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Bush (chairman of subcommittee), Kuchel, 
Holland, Stennis, and Kerr. 

Also present: Mr. Ellsworth Bassett, clerk. 

Senator Busu. The committee will be in order. 

This is a hearing before the Subcommittee on Flood-Control of 
Rivers and Harbors, on Senate bill 621, to authorize additional ap- 
propriations for the lower San Joaquin River project. 

(S. 621 is as follows:) 


[S. 621, 88d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To authorize additional appropriations for the Lower San Joaquin River project 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, in addition to previous authorizations, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for the 
prosecution of the plan of improvement approved in the Act of December 22, 
1944, for the Lower San Joaquin River and tributaries, including the Tuolumne 
and Stanislaus Rivers, with such modifiications thereof as in the discretion of 
the Chief of Engineers may be advisable. 

Senator Bus. Now, Senator Kuchel, this is your bill, is it not? 

Senator Kucuen. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. Would you like to present this to the committee? 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, as you have stated, Senator 
Knowland and I have introduced this bill which would authorize an 
appropriation in the amount of $10 million in connection with the 
Lower San Joaquin River project. I have here a letter from the 
Bureau of the Budget interposing no objection. Present, also, are 
representatives of the Army Engineers who favor the project. 

However, to develop the record properly, and I hope expeditiously, 
I would suggest that Mr. Francis V. Keesling, Jr., of San Francisco, 
make a brief statement as to the background of the project, and then 
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I would request the chairman to listen to some of the other representa- 
tives from my State here and perhaps the Army Engineers also. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, we will proceed in that way and 
if there is no objection, we will introduce the letters from the Director 
of the Budget and the Secretary of the Army. Is that right, Mr. 
Bassett ? 

Senator Bassett. Yes, sir. 

(The letters from the Director of the Budget and the Secretary of 
the Army referred to are as follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 12, 1958. 
Hon. EDWARD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of February 4, 
1953, requesting the views of this office with respect to S. 621, a bill to authorize 
additional appropriations for the Lower San Joaquin River project. 

The plan for the San Joaquin River basin authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 provides for reservoirs and channel improvement and levee works at a 
total estimated cost of $65,042,000. The 1944 Act authorized $8 million for initi- 
ation and partial accomplishment of the plan. Funds in the amount of $7,691,- 
300 have been appropriated, leaving a balance of monetary authorization of 
$308,700. Funds appropriated to date have been used on the construction of 
the Cherry Valley Reservoir and for planning activities on other features of the 
basin plan. 

The bill would authorize the appropriation of an additional sum of $10 million 
for the prosecution of works in the basin. Althought current cost estimates are 
not available, it appears that from $1,500,000 to about $2 million of this au- 
thorization will be required to fulfill the contractual obligation of the Federal 
Government on the Cherry Valley Reservoir, now under construction by the 
city and county of San Francisco. The balance of the authorization would be 
available for application to the other projects contained in the authorized plan 
for the San Joaquin basin. 

Since the apparent effect of the bill would be to raise a limitation on appro- 
priations set by the Congress so that consideration may be given to additional 
appropriations for work in this basin, this office would have no objection to the 
enactment of this measure. No commitment can be made at this time, however, 
as to when any estimate of appropriation would be submitted for the initiation 
of construction of additional authorized projects in the San Joaquin Basin since 
this would he governed by the President’s budgetary objectives as determined 
by the then prevailing fiscal situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH M. Donce. Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 


Washington, D. C., May 18, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to S. 621, 88d Congress, a bill to authorize 
additional appropriations for the Lower San Joaquin River project. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the appropriation of the sum of $10 
million, in addition to previous authorizations, for the prosecution of the plan 
of improvement approved by the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, for 
flood control and other purposes on the Lower San Joaquin River and tributaries, 
including the Tuolumne and Stanislaus Rivers, in California. 

The plan for the San Joaquin River Basin authorized by the Act of 1944 
provides for reservoirs and channel improvement and levee works at a total 
estimated cost of $65,042,000. The 1944 Act authorized $8 million for initiation 
and partial accomplishment of the plan. Funds in the amount of $7,691,300 have 
been appropriated, leaving a balance of monetary, authorization of only $308,700. 
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Additional authorization will therefore be needed to permit work on the project 
to proceed without interruption. 

In view of the above, an increase in the monetary authorization for the San 
Joaquin River Basin appears desirable. Accordingly, the Department recom- 
mends enactment of S. 621. 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. Stevens, Secretary of the Army. 


Senator Busu. May I say that Congressman Shelley, of California, 
is attending another meeting and cannot be here today. I would like 
to have a statement, which he has m: ide, a part of the record. If there 
is no objection, we will have that made a part of the record, appearing 
as though read. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. SHELLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Suettey. As you may know, I have introduced in the House a 
bill similar to S. 621, namely, H. R. 4684, now before the House Com- 
mittee on Public Works. I am happy that the Senate subcommittee 
is moving ahead on the bill introduced by Senators Knowland and 
Kuchel, and trust that it will be favor ably reported. 

My interest in this authorization stems from the fact that an im- 
portant phase of the Lower San Joaquin project is the Cherry Valley 
Dam and Reservoir, now well on the way to completion. The Cherry 
Valley Reservoir will supply to San Francisco a much-needed addi- 
tion to its water supply and will form an integral part of flood-control 
works on the Tuolumne River. The Federal Government, through 
the Corps of Engineers, is obligated to pay San Francisco g9 million 
as its share of the cost of project construction. Since $7,270,900 have 
been appropriated for this obligation through fiscal year 1953, and 
since all but $308,700 of the original $8 million authorization for the 
Lower San Joaquin has been exhausted, it is obvious that an additional 
authorization is now required to permit orderly completion of not only 
the Cherry Valley project but the other works involved in the Lower 
San Joaquin Valley. In addition to the Government’s obligation to 
San Francisco, involving an additional payment of $1,729,100 prior to 
project completion, administrative expenses will involve another $319,- 
900 for the Cherry Valley construction. This makes a total of $2,049,- 
000 required. Fiscal year 1954’s anticipated appropriation will prac- 
tically exhaust the small balance of the original authorization. 

These circumstances prompt me to : appeal strongly to your subcom- 
mittee to grant the additional $10 million authorization requested in 
S. 621. Itis imperative that no delay be permitted in completing the 
wor ks necessary to bring water from the Cherry Valley Reservoir to 

San Francisco, and I know that the associated projects covered in 
the authorization, as approved in the comprehensive plan, are equally 
impor tant to the communities they will serve. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Keesling, do you want to use that map which 
has been set up? 

Mr. Keestine. I do not believe I will have to use the map, sir. I 
will just make a brief statement. 

Senator Busu. The committee will be pleased to hear from you, sir, 
at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANCIS V. KEESLING, JR., REPRESENTING THE 
MAYOR OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 


Mr. Keestinc. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Francis V. Keesling, Jr. I am here representing the mayor 
of the city and county of San Francisco to urge your favorable action 
on 5. 621. 

The original authorization legislation, Public Law 534, 1944, au- 
thorized $8 million for the initiation and partial accomplishment of a 
plan for controlling the floodwaters originating on the ae and 
Stanislaus Rivers, ‘and for building levees along the San Joaquin 
River. That partial sum of $8 million has been susbstantially ex- 
hausted. Therefore, the increased authorization provided by S. 621 
is required to complete the Tuolumne phase of the project and to pro- 
vide additional funds for the Stanislaus and the San Joaquin levee 
portions. 

Under the original plans, the United States Army engineers 
planned to construct all the necessary facilities entirely at their own 
expense. However, an alternative program was formulated for the 
Tuolumne portion of the project at a construction cost much less than 
that under the original plan. This lower cost was made possible as a 
result of a contract between the Federal Government, the city of San 
Francisco, and the irrigation districts, under which the city and the 
irrigation districts agreed to use their existing reservoirs plus addi- 
tional reservoirs to be construced, for flood-control purposes. In this 
manner the Federal Government was able to ihaae flood-control 
services from the local interests at a cost much less than if the Govern- 
ment constructed its own facilities. 

Here today are C. A. Griffith, chairman, California State Re- 
sources Board; Harry E. Lloyd, manager and chief engineer, Hetch 
Hetchy water supply, power and utilities engineering bureau, city and 
county of San Francisco; Abner Crowell, president, Turlock Irriga- 
tion District ; Milton Kidd, director, Modesto Irrigation District ; and 
Douglas Cohen, member of the California Reclamation Board. 
Messrs. L loyd, Kidd, and Crowell appear on behalf of the Tuolumne 
portion of the project. Mr. Lloyd will be the spokesman to cover the 
details of the Tuolumne phase. Douglas Cohen will testify in connec- 
tion with the Stanislaus and San Joaquin levee portions of the project. 

And now, Mr. Chairman, if you will call on Mr. Griffith for his 
short statement. 

Senator Bus. May I suggest, Senator, do you think it would help us 
if somebody would first give us a picture of what we are talking about? 

Senator Kerr. Very much. I was going to ask this gentleman to do 
that. 

Mr. Keestinc. When I mention the Tuolumne portion, that is here 
[indicating on map]. I mentioned the Stanislaus portion. It is in 
here. 

Senator Kerr. I take it you are talking about a flood-control reser- 
voir to be built on each of those streams ? 

Mr. Keestrne. Yes, sir. The reservoir concerned is the Cherry 
Valley Reservoir, being built up here, to supplement the existing five 
reservoirs that the city and the irrigation districts already own. We 
have up in here in the mountains the reservoirs for the city’s own water 
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supply, the San Francisco water supply, and down here is Don Pedro 
and the other reservoirs which the irrigation districts have for their 
own use at the present time. San Francisco gets its water supply from 
here—the water goes across here to San Francisco. The aeeeere 
districts in here oret their water from in here. What originally w 
planned was that ‘the Army engineers, as far as this Tuolumne ain 
was concerned, would build a dam down in there which would be a 
single-purpose dam and which would have cost them a considerably 
larger amount of money than the amount for which they have been 
able to purchase flood-control storage and services from the city and 
the irrigation districts. 

Now, in the five reservoirs that are already in existence, there was not 
sufficient reserve space that could be reserved there to catch the flash 
and other floods coming down from Cherry Creek into the Tuolumne. 
So what we did was enter into a contract with the engineers, the Army 
engineers, so that at the present time we are operating our existing 

reservoirs for about $4,600,000 worth of flood-control service. 

The next stage is to complete what is known as the Cherry Valley 
Reservoir which is being built by the city of San Francisco. With that 
reservoir, we will be able to provide considerably more flood-control 
services for the Federal Government. In other words, the Government 
is purchasing flood-control services from the local interests, by local 
interests using their own reservoirs. 

Senator Kerr. Let me ask you this question. Is this an authoriza- 
tion whereby you seek the Federal Government to pay a certain amount 
which is the appropriate amount for the flood-control features of a 
multiple-purpose project? 

Mr. Keestinc. That is right. And we are not asking for any Fed- 
eral Government money for conservation. 

Senator Kerr. I understand. The money that the project costs in 
connection with that part of it that pr ovides water to San Francisco, 
they pay; and that part of it for irrigation, the irrigation district 
pays; and if other purposes are involved, the beneficiaries pay it. 
What you are seeking is an authorization for the Federal Government 
to pay that portion of the cost of the project which is appropriately 
allocated to the flood-control feature? 

Mr. Keestine. Absolutely. And as a result of our having our 
own conservation dams up here for our purposes, for water and 
power, and so forth, we are able to also operate them flood-control 
wise for which the Federal Government pays us. I am speaking now 
solely of the Tuolumne phase of it. 

With respect to the Stanislaus, at this particular moment I do not 
believe that there is any such contract in existence. 

Senator Kerr. Is it strictly a flood-control project ? 

Mr. Kerstinc. That is a flood-control project so far as I know 
but Mr. Cohen is here and he will be able to tell you about that in 
detail. 

Senator Busu. Have you any questions of the witness, Senator ? 
Senator Kucuen. If there are no further questions of Mr. Keesling, 
then I would suggest that the individuals connected with specific 

phases of the project testify. 

Mr. Kersrine. Mr. Griffith is here representing the California 
State Water Resources Board. He knows and is familiar with all 
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the projects all up.and down the State and I suggest that Mr. Griffith 
be called on at this time and then Mr. Lloyd will give the details of 
the project. 

Senator Busn. Mr. Griffith, will you step forward, please, and give 
your name and identification ? 


STATEMENT OF C. A. GRIFFITH, REPRESENTING CALIFORNIA 
STATE WATER RESOURCES BOARD 


Mr. GeirrirH. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. A. Griffith. I am 
chairman of the California State Water Resources Board. I would 
just like, Mr. Chairman, to make a short statement, not to go into the 
details of the project; but it is the type of project that we in the 
State are very much interested in. I think that also is the type of 
project that the Federal Government and local interests have per- 
haps the best program worked out for that sort of thing. I per- 
sonally am a great believer in more local responsibility and more 
local financial participation in these projects. 

The way this is worked out in the construction of Cherry Valley 
and in future work, it means that each party, the Federal Govern- 
ment, the local interests, the irrigation interests, and all are carrying 
their load. We strongly would favor the continued appropriation 
for this. 

Senator Kerr. Your proposition is that you ask the Federal Gov- 
ernment to pay part of the cost of a multiple-purpose dam and res- 
ervoir. It is being used for many purposes and what you seek is that 
the flood-control portion of the cost be allocated to the Federal Gov- 
ernment, authorized and paid by them and that the other elements 
of cost which have to do with local participation and local benefits 
will be paid for by the local identity which is the beneficiary of that 
part of the project. 

Mr. Grirrirn. That is right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You have worked out a tenable or acceptable agree- 
ment with the Army engineers in connection with the operation of 
it which will cover the necessities for flood control ? 

Mr. Grirriru. I understand the contract, of course, is in existence 
as far as the Tuolumne is concerned. Whether or not that has been 
worked out in detail on the Stanislaus, I am not sure. 

Senator Kerr. But there is an appropriate attitude on the part of 
the local official to work that out. 

Mr. Grirriru. That is as I understand it, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. So that the Army engineers, while they may not 
be in charge of the project will be in a position to indicate what 
should be done insofar as flood-control necessities are concerned, and 
the relationship is such, and the working arrangement such, that that 
will be done by those who do operate the project, if it is some other 
identity than the Army engineers. 

Mr. Chairman, I must say that I am another who is thoroughly 
in accord with the principle of this kind of legislation. 

Mr. GrirritH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kucuet. I would like to call on Mr. Lloyd. 

Senator Busu. Come forward, please, sir. 

Senator Kucuer. Will you identify yourself, Mr. Lloyd and pro- 
ceed with your statement ? 
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STATEMENT OF H. E. LLOYD, CHIEF ENGINEER AND GENERAL 
MANAGER OF HETCH HETCHY WATER SUPPLY OF CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 


Mr. Luoyp. Mr. Chairman, I am Harry E. Lloyd. I am manager 
of the Hetch Hetchy water supply.and chief engineer of the engineer- 
ing bureau of the public utilities commission of the city and county 
of San Francisco, Calif. This commission, among other duties, has 
jurisdiction over the domestic water supply of the city. 

The name, Hetch Hetchy, as you may know, gentlemen, has an 
Indian derivation. It comes from the valley in which our principal 
reservoir exists. 

Mr. Keesling and Mr. Griffith have outlined in general what the 
program is nile they have stated, it is essentially a program in which 
the rich delta area of the San Joaquin Valley in the vicinity of Stock- 
ton, and from there on up toward Modesto, is protected against these 
devastating floods that periodically come down from the Sierra. 

Now, to give you a general picture of that country, within 100 miles 
those rivers drop from an elevation of 10,000 to 11,000 feet down 
to practically sea level. 

Senator Kerr. In 100 miles? One hundred feet to a mile? 

Mr. Lioyp. Very precipitous country coming into the valley. Once 
it gets into this broad, interior valley, the San Joaquin, then it is 
practically at sea level so that the waters then lose their velocity 
and that is where the floods occur. 

Our program here is to catch those floods in the tributary streams 
before they get into the valley and cause the floods. 

Now, as a matter of interest, the city of San Francisco is not bene- 
fited in any way by protection against floods. We are 150 miles 
away from there. Our interest lies in the fact that in 1901 we 
acquired appropriative water rights on the Tuolumne River for water 
supply of the city and county of San Francisco. We have spent, be- 
tween ourselves and the irrigation districts, in the development of 
this water supply to date, something of the order of $200 million. 

Senator Bus. San Francisco has spent that much of its own 
money ? 

Senator Kerr. They and the two irrigation districts. 

Mr. Lioyp. San Francisco has spent something on the order of 
$150 million. So it is a big project, a going project. It has been 
going for years. 

Senator Busu. How is the supply now? Is it adequate? 

Mr. Luoyp. Adequate. I think we have the best water supply and 
potential water supply of any city in California. 

Senator Kerr. Could we get confirmation on that from Los Angeles? 

Mr. Luoyp. I think you could, sir. 

But it was done through long range planning and working in co- 
operation with our neighbors. This is another thing that has not 
been brought out, and since Los Angeles was brought up and with all 
due respect to them, the city of San Francisco and the agricultural 
areas surrounding it are on the best of terms, 

Senator Kerr. With each other. 

Mr. Luoyp. Yes, sir. It is very seldom that you find a large metro- 
politan area and adjoining agricultural areas coming to the Federal 
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Government with a coordinated program. Agricultural interests are 
in favor of it as these gentlemen from two large irrigation districts 
will later demonstrate. But getting back to the situation in detail, 
when it developed that the Corps of Engineers in making their studies 
for flood control on the San Joaquin Valley determined that it was 
necessary to provide storage reservoirs on both the Tuolumne River 
and the Stanislaus, the city of San Francisco and the two irrigation 
districts entered into negotiations with the Army and said, in effect, 
that if a reservoir is going to be built on the Tuolumne River, why 
don’t we all get together and build it? Let each person, each organi- 
zation pay their own way. That is in effect what was done. In the 
case of the Tuolumne, the corps had planned to build a reservoir at 
a placed called Jacksonville. 

Senator Busu. Do you want to illustrate that on the map? 

Mr. Luoyp. Jacksonville Reservoir would be at about this position. 
The irrigation districts have at the present time what is known as the 
Don Pedro Reservoir which is in the program that we have developed 
with the Corps. The final stage in this flood control program and the 
major stage, will be, the New Don Pedro, with a storage capacity of 
something of the order of 1,200,000 acre-feet. But until i time as 
that large reservoir is built, we are operating with our existing reser- 
voirs and building the Cherry Dam. The Corps of Engineers wanted 
to build a dam at about this location, upstream of the irrigation dis- 
tricts, downstream of us. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I must leave now but I would 
like to be recorded in favor of the 2 bills we have considered. I have 
looked them over. 

Mr. Luioyp. So in furtherance of that idea, the city and county of 
San Francisco, Modesto and Turlock Irrigation Districts and the 
Corps of Engineers entered into a formal contract with the United 
States Government whereby the estimated value of the flood control 
would be provided on the Tuolumne River was set at $12 million. That 
is for flood control that is to be ultimately developed, including the 
New Don Pedro dam. Subsequently, the irrigation districts and the 
city entered into a formal contract between themselves to implement 
this Federal contract. So everything is wrapped up, legally, this is a 
straight contract. 

Now, referring back to the law that was passed in 1944, that is, 
Public Law 534, certain amounts of money were estimated as the total 
cost of the overall project of which $8 million was at that time author- 
ized for initiation and partial completion of the project and of course 
the assumption was at that time that when that authorization ran out, 
the authorization would be raised. 

Now, at the present time, all of that $8 million is or will be exhausted 
by past appropriations and by the present appropriation requests that 
are before the appropriation committees. What we are asking here is 
that the original authorization of $8 million be increased by $10 million 
in accordance with the conditions set forth in Senate bill, 621, in order 
that this very important project may continue without interruption. 

I have a couple of pictures here that might be of interest to the 
committee to show what happens when the flood waters get down into 
the Lower San Joaquin Valley. That is the main highway between 
Tracy and Stockton. 

Senator Busn. What is this condition, after what? 
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Mr. Luoyp. This was the condition that existed in the lower San 
Joaquin Valley in December, 1950, which was the last flood. Those 
floods came primarily from the Stanislaus River, from the Tuolumne 
River, because the main San Joaquin is already under control in the 
upper reaches by Friant Reservior. That flood cost local interests and 
the State something on the order of 5 or 6 million dollars in damages 
in 1 year. 

Senator Busu. All right, sir; have you any further comment? 

Senator Kucuen. I request, Mr. Chairman, that the entire text of 
his statement be made a part of the record. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, that is approved. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMEN'T BY H. EB. Lioyp BEroreE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE 
IN Support or §S. 621 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Harry E. Lloyd. I am manager of the Hetch 
Hetchy Water Supply and chief engineer of the Engineering Bureau of the Public 
Utilities Commission of the city and county of San Francisco, Calif. This com- 
misison, among other duties, has jurisdiction over the domestic water supply of 
the city. 

I am appearing before you in the interest of that commission and in support of 
the program developed by the Corps of Engineers, United States Army, for the 
control of floods along the lower San Joacquin River which originate on its 
principal tributary, the Tuolumne River, and in particular, with regard to 
the construction of the Cherry Valley dam in California. 

As you gentlemen may know, the Tuolumne River is the principal source of 
domestic water for the city and county of San Francisco and is also the source 
of irrigation water for the 300,000 acres of farm lands within the confines of the 
Modesto and Turlock Irrigation Districts. These three agencies have spent 
close to $200 million in the development of the conservation features of the 
waters of the Tuolumne River and will expend additional sums as required in the 
future. 

The interest of the city of San Francisco in the waters of the Tuolumne River 
dates back to 1901 at which time certain water rights were granted to it by the 
State of California on the Tuolumne River, Cherry River and Eleanor Creek. 
These rights, together with the extensive rights of the Modesto and Turlock 
Irrigation Districts, encompass substantially all of the appropriative water rights 
on the Tuolumne River above the district’s LaGrange power house. 

In 1940, the Corps of Engineers proposed the construction of a flood control 
dam on the Tuolumne River. Negotiations between the Corps of Engineers and 
local interests resulted in the program recommenuded in House Document No. 
2 of the 78th Congress. This recommendation was accepted by the Congress and 
became part of Public Law 534, in December of 1944. 

The law contemplates the use of five existing and two proposed reservoirs 
owned and operated by local interests for flood control as well as for conserva- 
tion purposes. The flood control space is to be operated in accordance with 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the Army. 

By Contract No. DA-04-167 Eng. —38, certified September 26, 1949, between the 
United States of America and city and county of San Francisco, Turlock Irri- 
gation District and Modeste Irrigation District, the rules and regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of the Army were set forth and the monetary value of 
the flood control service to be performed, estimated at $12 million, was es- 
tablished. 

Payment by the Federal Government is being made only for the flood control 
benefits received. I wish to make it very clear to you gentlemen, that the Fed- 
eral Government has not been asked for any money for conservation purposes. 

We feel that this project is in line with the thinking of President Eisenhower, 
who in his message to Congress on the State of the Union, said: “The best nat- 
ural-resources program for America will not result from exclusive dependence 
on Federal bureaucracy. It will involve a partnership of the States and local 
communities, of private citizens and of the Federal Government, all working 
together.” 

Public Law 534 provides among other things that: “The plan of improvement 
for flood control and other purposes on the lower San Joaquin River and trib- 
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utaries, including Tuolumne and Stanislaus Rivers, in accordance with the rec- 
ommendations of the Chief of Engineers in Flood-Control Committee Document 
No. 2, 78th Congress, 2d session, is approved, and there is hereby authorized 
$8,000,000 for initiation and partial accomplishment of the plan.” 

To date, of the $8 million presently authorized under the law, $7,270,900 has 
been appropriated for the Tuolumne River phase of the program. ‘ 

Requests now before the House and Senate Appropriations Committees for 
the Tuolumne and other phases of the program, will exhause the entire amount 
of funds now authorized. 

The city of San Francisco, acting through the public utilities commission, 
urges that the funds authorized in Public Law 534 be increased by $10 million in 
conformity with Senate bill 621 as introduced by Senator Knowland and Senator 
Kuchei on January 26, 1953. 

Senator Kucuen. It has been suggested that Mr. Abner Crowell be 
introduced. : 

Senator Busn. Mr. Crowell, would you tell the committee where you 


reside and whom you represent here ¢ 


STATEMENT OF ABNER M. CROWELL, PRESIDENT, TURLOCK 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Crowett. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am presi- 
dent of the Turlock Irrigation District. Our district comprises 165,- 
000 acres, Stanislaus and Merced Counties, in the San Joaquin Valley. 

Senator Busu. Is that the area to the south of Stockton there ? 

Mr. Crowe... Between the Tuolumne and Merced Rivers. 

Senator Busu. In that area? 

Mr. CroweEtu. Yes, sir; that is the Turlock Irrigation District. 

I am appearing here today to concur in the remarks made by Mr. 
Keesling and Mr. Lloyd. Our irrigation districts, I speak of Modesto 
and the Turlock districts, are in accord and in agreement with all the 
contracts and we do work harmoniously with each other and the city 
of San Francisco and the Army engineers. 

I think that would conclude my remarks. We are in agreement on 
the river and we havea splendid plan. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucuex. I would like now to ask Mr. Milton Kidd to come 
forward. 


STATEMENT OF MILTON KIDD, DIRECTOR, MODESTO IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Kipp. Gentlemen of the committe, I won’t take but a moment, 
only to agree with the things that Mr. Crowell has said. Our district 
is on the other side of the river from the Turlock Irrigation District. 
There is complete accord between the districts, the city of San Fran- 
cisco, and we have had very fine dealings with the Army engineers. 
The men of the Army would tell you that we are already using the 
facilities that we have developed ourselves with our own money for 
flood control because of our complete reliance on the fact that the Con- 
gress will appropriate the money necessary to complete this project and 
work it out as has been developed. Our authorization for just com- 
pleting this project does not amount to a great deal and we would 
appreciate it very much. 

Senator Busn. Thank you, sir, very much. 
Senator Kucnext. Now Mr. Douglas Cohen. 
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STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS B. COHEN, REPRESENTING THE RECLA- 
MATION BOARD OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Conen. Gentlemen, my name is Douglas Cohen, a member of 
the Reclamation Board of the State of California. I did not realize 
I was going to appear before this committee so I haven’t got a vary 
complete statement. But I did work up a statement here which 
would like to go through for a moment. 

I am appearing before you in the interests of the Flood Control 
Association of the lower San Joaquin River and its tributaries, the 
county of San Joaquin, Island Reclamation District No. 2062, 
Pescadero Reclamation District No. 2058, and the Reclamation Board, 
all of whom are interested in the control of floods along the San 
Joaquin River and its tributaries. I am appearing in support of S. 
621 which authorizes funds for the San Joaquin River projects. 

In the 1944 Flood Control Act, the lower San Joaquin River and 
tributaries project was authorized, which included levees along the 
lower San Joaquin River, channel improvements and flowage rights, 
I do not think that has been mentioned about the flowage rights, 
together with storage reservoirs for the regulation of flood flows of 
the Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers. 

At the time of this authorization by the Congress, the estimated cost 
of the project works was roughly $50 million. Included in the au- 
thorization bill was an item of $8 million to be appropriated for the 
initiation of the project. 

At the time of this authorization by Congress, the estimated cost 
of the project works was roughly $50 million. To date, about $7,- 
700,000 has been appropriated “and the total will have been expended 
by July 1 of this year, so that before any further works on this project 
can be undertaken, an extension of the authorization will be required. 

Federal expenditures to date have been concentrated primarily on 
the Cherry Valley Dam on the Tuolumne River, but even this project 
cannot be completed nor any benefits realized under the present au- 
thorization. 

5. 621, on which I am appearing, authorizes for appropriation the 
sum of $10 million, in addition to previous authorizations, for the 
prosecution of the authorized plan of improvements. 

All future development of the rich agricultural lands in the lower 
San Joaquin Valley and delta depend upon the completion of the 
flood-control works as originally authorized. These works include 
the flood-control reservoirs at the New Don Pedro and New Melones 
Reservoirs on the Tuolumne and Stanislaus mavens and levees below 
the mouth of the Tuolumne River along the San Joaquin. 

To fully develop the fertile lands ‘of the valley requires a large 
expenditure of private funds for irrigation, drainage, and flood- 
control works. Without reservoir flood storage and river levees, these 
improvements are just a gamble against destruction by frequently 
occurring and devastating floods. 

Now, the particular feature that I wanted to mention was that no 
doubt by the time Cherry Valley is finished and New Don Pedro has 
been completed, the flood loss of the Tuolumne River will be pretty 
well taken care of. That leaves us the Stanislaus River and it is 
practically uncontrolled. There is one reservoir there now called 
Melones Dam that has a capacity of about 112,000 acre-feet which 











52 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


fills up very rapidly and then there is no more flood control. It flows 
over and whatever comes has to come down the river and catch us 
down below. 

I strongly urge that this Senate bill, this authorization bill of $10 
million be approved by our committee. That is about all I have to 
say. 

Senator Busn. Are there questions of the witness ? 

Thank you very much indeed, sir. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT By DovcLas B. COHEN 


The San Joaquin River and tributaries, Calif., project, adopted by Congress 
December 22, 1944, consists of the regulation of main San Joaquin River floods 
in Friant Reservoir and in certain overflow areas along San Joaquin River above 
the mouth of Merced River; regulation of Tuolumne River floods in various 
reservoirs on Tuolumne River and its tributaries; the New Melones Reservoir 
on Stanislaus River; and the lower San Joaquin River levees and revetment 
work. Together these various features will provide protection from floods to 
lands along the lower San Joaquin River, and, in addition, the work on each 
separate stream will provide protection to some areas along that stream. Friant 
Reservoir is complete and in operation, and, together with the overflow areas, 
regulates San Joaquin River quite well to the mouth of Merced River; existing 
reservoirs on Tuolumne River, being operated for flood control, provide quite 
good protection from floods along that river, and that protection will be much 
improved with the construction of Cherry Valley reservoir. But Stanislaus 
River floods still are practically uncontrolled. They come down and join San 
Joaquin River flows to produce floods below the junction which do great damage 
practically every year of normal run-off or better. The larger floods are much 
greater than the available channel capacity and break out between the mouth 
of Stanislaus River and the head of the delta. According to data obtained from 
the Sacramento District office, Corps of Engineers, flood damages along Stanis- 
laus River, on San Joaquin River between the Stanislaus-San Joaquin junction 
and the head of the delta, and in the San Joaquin River Delta itself, amounted 
to $4,298,000 in 1937, $5,746,000 in 1950, and $750,000 in 1952. There have been 
40 damaging floods in this stretch of river since 1900. 

The Sacramento district of the Corps of Engineers has investigated quite 
thoroughly the proposed levee system along San Joaquin River below the mouth 
of Merced River. It has found that building levees between the mouth of 
Stanislaus River and the head of the delta will not give complete control until 
Stanislaus River floods are reservoir controlled. Hence, building the new 
Melones Reservoir located on Stanislaus River as soon as possible we feel is 
absolutely a must. 


Senator Kucner. Mr. Chairman, the Army engineers are repre- 
sented here by Col. Wright Hiatt. The engineers favor the passage 
of the bill before us and are in a position to answer any technical 
questions, 

I wonder if Colonel Hiatt would be good enough to come forward 
and make a very brief statement. 


STATEMENT OF COL. WRIGHT HIATT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 


Colonel H1arr. Mr. Chairman, my name is Wright Hiatt. I am 
the assistant chief of civil works for flood control. 

As background for the committee, it might be well to mention that 
there is a report to the Congress, House Document No. 367, which is 
before the Public Works Committees of both houses of Congress on 
this whole basin. All of these projects are thoroughly analyzed and 
all of the estimates and plans and the status of all those works are 
described there, and the whole basin is reviewed. We have been 
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studying that basin for a long time. One of our first flood-control 
authorizations was the Sacramento Basin flood-control project, 

authorized in 1917. We are now talking about one part of the over- 
all plan for the flood-control program in which we are primarily inter- 
ested, and as these gentlemen have well pointed out. We feel that 
the flood-control program should be coordinated with the important 
purposes of water supply, irrigation, power, and others to make a 
comprehensive scheme for the whole basin. 

Now, getting down to the Stanislaus and the Tuolumne River Basins 
themselves, as these gentlemen have pointed out, the existing reser- 
voirs, prince ipally the Melones, the Don Pedro, Hetch Hetce hy, Lake 
Eleanor, and others, have been taken into consideration, and we have 
worked out a plan where those reservoirs can fit into the flood-control 
program in the future, and with some modifications they will provide 
better flood control in the valley, in the lower valley, provided we can 
build the other works that are necessary, the levees and the channel 
improvements downstream, which are a part of the previously au 
thorized plan. 

The matter before the committee for consideration at this time is 
purely a monetary increase to accommodate future appropriations 
which we need. And the overall plan is practically the same as re- 
ported in House Document 367, 

Senator Busu. When was the plan originally conceived, and how 
long has it been in operation ? 

Colonel Hiarr. Well, I have been on the job only 3 years, Senator, 
but my studies indicate that it has been developing ever since the citi- 
zens got in and developed the valley, and the first operations of the 
Corps of Engineers, I think perhaps Mr. Beard can support me on 
this, were started in 1915. From time to time the Congress directs us 
to review and restudy these problems, and we get together with the 
local interests and the State representatives, and do that, to keep the 
plan up to date. That is what this is, really, one step in keeping our 
plan up to date. 

Senator Busu. What use will be made of these additional $10 mil- 
lion if they finally are appropriated ¢ 

Colonel Hiarr. The principal] part will be to continue planning, to 
keep the plan up to date, and to start on the construction of the levees 
and channel improvements on the lower Stanislaus and Tuolumne 
Rivers downstream and on the San Joaquin downstream from the 
mouth of the Merced, and to complete this contract with the loeal 
interests for the use of their storage. 

Also, it will be used to initiate the planning on the modifications 
that are necessary to the new Melones and to the new Don Pedro 
Reservoirs. 

Senator Busu. Are we in a position here where work under way 
will have to be stopped if we do not make this new authorization? 
Would we have unfinished business on our hands, so to speak, in the 
way of working operation, or would this new appropriation simply 
provide money to continue with the development of the project by 
initiating new sections of the work? 

Colonel Hurt. No, sir; this authorization is needed to continue the 
existing works and projects in the plan. 

Senator Busn. I mean by that, is there a dam half built that has 
to have more money to finish it, or are we going to appropriate money 
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with which we are going to start another dam and-still-another dam, 
which are needed to keep on working out the plan? Do I make my- 
self clear? 

Colonel Hrarr. Yes, sir; and I would say the former is true, sir. 
We are participating with the local interests in the construction of a 
dam which is only partially built. 

Senator Busu. So we have got an investment in the thing already 
and in order to protect that, it is suggested that we should take this 
additional step; is that correct ? 

Colonel Hiarr. That is correct. 

Senator Kucuet. I was going to comment that in the memorandums 
prepared by the committee’s staff, comment is made on the very point 
which you raised. 

Senator Busu. Where is that? 

Senator Kucner. On page 2 of the 2-page statement. The first 
paragraph in the middle of the page. The Flood Control Act of 1944 
contained monetary authorization of $8 million for partial accomplish- 
ment of the overall plan. The approved budget for 1954—in other 
words, the one now before the Congress for next year—includes 
$200,000 for Cherry Valley Reservoir and $25,000 for the San Joaquin 
and tributary levees. This will leave a balance of $83,000 of the 
original authorization available for appropriation after fiscal 1954. 

So that, Mr. Chairman, unless the authorization for appropriation 
were passed in this Congress, we would then be in the position in the 
fiscal year 1955 of having the engineers bring in recommendations 
which the Congress could not appprove appropriationwise unless this 
was first authorized from a policy standpoint in this Congress. Would 
I be correct in that statement ? 

Colonel Hiatt. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Busn. You mean we have got to act on it in this calendar 
year; is that what you are saying? 

Senator Kucnen. Yes, sir. Only so far, however, as policy is 
concerned. 

Senator Busu. I understand that. 

Senator Holland, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Hotianp. Colonel, I notice that the original estimated cost 
of this project is $50 million. What is the present estimated cost? 

Colonel Hrarr. The total present estimated cost, as I recall, Senator, 
is slightly more than that. 

Senator Hotitanp. How much? 

Colonel Hiarr. We do not have the final figure. I would judge 
it is of the order of $65 million, sir. 

Senator, that is our estimate. 

Senator Hoxiianp. In other words, we started with a $50 million 
project and we will have spent $8 million on it and we still have a good 
deal more than the original $50 million coming up? 

Colonel Hiarr. Well, yes, sir. Possibly of that order, $65 million 
as compared to $50 million. 

Senator Hotzanp. The next question is this: Why is this recom- 
mended in an independent measure rather than in an omnibus bill? 

Colonel Hiatr. I am sorry; I don’t believe I know the answer to that. 

Senator Kucuer. Senator, as I understand it, and I may be wrong, 
I thought that it was the intention of the chairman to consider these 
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separate policy pieces of legislation subsequently but that meanwhile 
there was no objection to their introduction singly. 

Senator Hortanp. In other words, you are laying a predicate for 
including this in the omnibus bill which will come along later? 

Senator Kucuev. Yes, sir; if there were to be one, and if not, then 
this would be considered separately. 

Senator Busu. Senator, Mr. Bassett says that there is no chance for 
an omnibus bill this session. I do not know why there is no chance 
but that is what I am told. 

Senator Kucnet. I thought that Senator Martin indicated in one 
of our first meetings that he was considering the possibility of an 
omnibus bill. That was my only recollection of any comment on an 
omnibus bill in this session. 

Senator Busu. Would you want to make any comment on that, Mr. 
Bassett, for the benefit of the committee ? 

Mr. Bassetr. Senator, as a matter of practical experience it would 
be very late to get a bill up this year. 

Senator Kucuet. I see. 

Mr. Bassett. In addition, I understand that the House Committee 
does not look with favor on an omnibus bill this year. 

Senator Hotnanp. When was the last omnibus bill, Mr. Bassett? 

Mr. Bassett. In 1950, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. This is the year in which we should have one, 
normally ? 

Mr. Basserr. That depends, of course, on the needs. 

Senator Hoiianp. Colonel, I notice 2 or 3 projects there, completed 
yrojects which are shown as under other agencies, for instance, Mil- 
erton Lake and Pardee and perhaps 1 or 2 others, Exchequer. What 

agencies have those projects ? 

Colonel Hrarr. The Bureau of Reclamation built and is operating, 
as I understand, Millerton Lake. That is the Friant Dam. That, is 
operated for power and irrigation. 

The city of San Francisco built and is operating Hetch Hetchy for 
water supply. There are other power and irrigation dams. Some of 
the power dams, of course, are owned and operated by the Pacific Gas 
& Electric Co. And then the Turlock and Modesto Irrigation Dis- 
tricts, I believe, have some smaller irrigation structures. There are 
several interests in the water-resource development of this area who 
own and operate reservoirs, 

Senator Hottanp. Where is the Central Valley project? Is that up 
on the other river ? 

Colonel Hrarr. It includes the area we are talking about, a part of 
the Central Valley of California, and that is part of the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s plan for the Central Valley project. I believe that in- 
cludes the Shasta Dam, the Friant Dam, and the canals, the main 
irrigation canals that are already built over in this area here. 
Senator Hotianp. They are not shown on the map? 

Colonel Hiarr. No, sir; these are the principal flood control works. 
Senator Busu. Any other questions, Senator ¢ 
Senator Hottanp. No. 

Senator Busu. Are there any other witnesses? 
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Senator Kucnex. Mr. Beard is here from the Corps of Engineers. 
Do you have any comment ? 

Mr. Bearp. I have nothing further to add, Senator, unless there 
were questions that had not been covered otherwise. 

Senator Kucurxt. Then I would like to introduce, Mr. Chairman, 
the executive secretary of the California Water Resources Board, 
Mr. Samuel Leedom. 

Senator Busu. Do you care to say anything, sir? 

Mr. Leepom. No, thank you. 

Senator Bus. We are glad to have you here; glad to hear from 
you. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Hotianp. This particular plan which you say totals $65 mil- 
lion just embraces 3 or 4 projects; Cherry Valley Reservoir and the 
New Don Pedro Reservoir on the Tuolumne and the New Melones 
Reservoir on the Stanislaus and the San Joaquin levees—just those 
different projects, 4 different projects ¢ 

Colonel Hiarr. Yes, sir; as far as the use of construction funds is 
concerned. Under the arrangements, though, Senator, for the initial 
phases, the local interests are operating 1 or 2 other reservoirs for 
flood protection in accordance with the authorized project. 

Senator Hottanp. This authorized project, as 1 understand it here, 
is covered by a document which has already been approved and it 
covers only Cherry Valley and New Don Pedro, New Melones, and 
San Joaquin levees; is that correct or not ? 

Colonel Hiarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotzianp. This has to be dovetailed with the reclamation 
projects and with the other projects to make up the complete program. 

Colonel Hrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bearp. That was all contemplated, sir, at the time of the 
authorization for the original planning on this. 

Senator Hottanp. The thing that seems to me very clear is that 
your map does not given the picture at all of what is going on there. 
It simply gives part of it. I think we should on a thing like this be 
able to see the full picture. 

Colonel Hiarr. You mean with regard to power and irrigation? 

Senator Hottanp. With regard to the whole picture of the develop- 
ment of the valley. You just picked out certain parts of it and have 
shown them, some of which are not related at all to this project and 
some of which are, and I can see easily that there are many others 
that are related to these projects which you covered by this document 
and which are not shown on this map. 

Senator Kucuegt. I think it might be helpful if the committee did 
have a map which would indicate the Central Valley project which, 
of course, 1s under the Department of the Interior and not a part of 
the work of the Corps of Engineers. 

The thing here, Senator, was that this project as it was originally 
approved in 1944, and as the Congress thereafter made annual appro- 
priations against the original authorization, was entirely a flood con- 
trol situation and this map would not purport to show the Bureau of 
Reclamation developments. 

I do think it would be a good thing if we could have that. 
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Colonel Hiatr. There is such a map, Senator; it is put out by, I 
just got a copy of it recently for information, and it is put out by the 
State water resources association, I believe, and it shows all of the 
projects, State, Federal, and for all purposes. It is a colored map 
and it is rather complex. It could be well submitted for the record. 

Senator Kucuen. I will see that that is made available to each 
member of the committee and for the record. 

Senator Busy. Are there any further matters to come before this 
hearing ? 

If not, this hearing is adjourned. The committee will kindly 
remain in executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 10:55 a. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, 1953 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Controx, Rivers AaNp Harsgors, 


Washington, D. C. 


S. 1286—A Brit To Avurnorize THE EXTENSION OF THE LEVEE ON THE 
AMERICAN River Near SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


The subcommittees met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott Bush (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Bush (chairman of the subcommittee), Senators 
Kuchel and Stennis. 

Senator Busu. The committee will be in order, please. 

The first bill we take up will be 1286, the American River levee in 
California. 

(S. 1286 is as follows :) 


[S. 1286, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the extension of the levee on the American River near 
Sacramento, Calif. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project to extend the levee along 
the American River recommended by the Chief of Engineers in the report printed 
as House Document Numbered 367, Eighty-first Congress, is hereby adopted and 
authorized to be prosecuted under the direction of the Secretary of the Army 
and supervision of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with the plans and recom- 
mendations contained in such House document. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sum, not exceeding 
$1,300,000, as may be needed to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Senator Busu. May we have first an explanation of this by the 


engineers ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. WRIGHT HIATT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
UNITED STATES ARMY 


Colonel Hiatr. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman. 

The authorization bill, or the extension of the existing authoriza- 
tion which is before the committee, is a small modification in a major 
flood-control project, including channel improvement, levees, diver- 
sion structures, and so on, in the central part of California. My map 
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shows just a rel: atively small part here in the northern limits of the 
city of Sacramento, to which this bill is directed. 

The basic authorizations which are being modified have been passed 
as early as 1917. In 1928 the project was modified. In 1937 and in 
1941 is was modified. The overall estimated cost of the project is 
$61.535.000. 

As I stated earlier, this project includes some 600 or 700 miles of 
levees in other parts of the Sacramento River Basin, on the Yuba, 
Feather, and American Rivers, but we are particularly interested this 
morning in this levee extension sect an existing levee here (indicat- 
ing on map) which has been completed, and on up along the right bank 
of the American River, which flows this way, generally west, through 
the town of Sacramento, and discharges into the Sacramento River 
just about where that line is, just below the end of the map. 

Senator Busu. This is a straight flood-control project? There is 
nothing else included in it? 

Colonel H1atr. Yes, sir. It is an earth levee 7 miles long—a very 
simple construction project. 

Some of the real estate acquisition problems may require some time 
and some considerable attention. Those are being handled by the 
local interests. That is part of this authorization. The furnishing 
of the rights-of-way and the lands and easements necessary would be 
provided by the local interests who endorse this project. 

Senator Busu. Just parenthetically, and for my own information, 
because Senator Kuchel probably knows about these things, take that 
typical levee section and give me a 2-minute lesson in how you build 
a levee. 

Colonel Harr. All right, sir. The two most important things to 
bear in mind in a levee are the possible water surface that may occur 
against it and the foundation conditions that may be encountered. 

Both those things have to be studied before the levee can be designed. 
Almost anything may be found in the foundation here, including : and 
especially along the American River bank, where they have probably 
dumped tin cans, and car bodies, and ashes. So if you encounter bad 
foundation conditions you may have to dig it out and replace it with 
good, firm, silty clay material which will be impervious, and based on 
the type of material available close to the levee alinement for econom- 
ical reasons we design the slopes on which the material will stand 
safely, and which will give us a heavy enough structure to withstand 
the pressure of the water which will be against it. 

Sometimes it is necessary to put in seepage correction works. If 
there is a sand stratum over here it may be necessary to put a pervious 
well in here so that the water can be brought to the surface and carried 
away without damage to the foundation. 

The water surface to be designed against depends on the hydraulic 
conditions in the basin. In this particular case, we have Folsom 
Reservoir which is upstream about 30 miles, and is going to be placed 
in operation in the next few years. We have designed it so that it 
will control the flood which can occur based on our statistics, and the 
designed water surface elevation is computed down here based on the 
assumption that the Folsom Reservoir will be in operation. That 
water surface is determined and then we allow a safety factor, you 
might say, which we call the freeboard, which provides for any waves 
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that may occur. The wind can blow this water up on the levee and 
just for general purposes we provide a freeboard over and above the 
designed water surface. 

Senator Busu. Do you put a hard road on the surface of the levee on 
top of it? 

Colonel Hiarr. Normally we like to do that if it is economically 
justified, because in periods of flood it is necessary to patrol these 
long levee lines and it is quickest and cheapest to do it by car. If 
any danger should develop we like to be able to have a good road that 
s above the water surface, so we can depend on it to haul sandbags back 
and forth, and so on. 

Senator Busu. That is more or less standard equipment for a levee, 
is it? 

Colonel Hrart. Yes, sir. 

I might say we are getting now to realize we should in general try 
to provide roads that wil be usable in an emergency on a levee. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much. Now go ahead with the 
project. 

Colonel H1arr. About the only thing left, sir, is to emphasize that 
this levee here that is proposed for authorization in this bill is con- 
nected to a completed levee and is part of the hydraulic scheme to 
protect the city of Sacramento, along with another levee here on this 
left bank, so that the flows of the river will be contained within these 
banks. 

Senator Busu. What is the approximate scale? 

Colonel H1arr. This is about 7 miles. 

Senator Busu. The new proposal ¢ 

Colonel Hiarr. Yes, sir. This is a little out of scale. It is a sort 
of perspective. The distance from here to here is 133 miles and this 
is 7 miles, 

Senator Busu. That is a bad curve in the river. Where have the 
floods been occurring ? 

Colonel Hiarr. Just about 3 years ago, or in very recent years, this 
area has been severely flooded due to the fact that there was no pro- 
tection. This is the end of the protection that ties back to high ground. 

Senator Busu. In other words, it spilled over where “the green 
dotted line is? 

Colonel Htarr. Yes, sir. This whole region in here has been flooded 
because on this side of the river there is no protection at all. 

Senator Busu. On this bottom side there is a long levee here? 

Colonel H1arr. On the left bank there is protection. 

Senator Busu. And it has been there for a long time? 

Colonel H1arr. Yes,sir. Several years. 

Senator Busu. Was that put in by the Federal Government ? 

Colonel Hiarr. Yes, sir. These levees in black are part of the Fed- 
eral authorized project as they stand now. I believe the local interests 
have cooperated in that, but they are part of the present Federal 
project. 

Senator Kucuen. I might say, Mr. Chairman, I have here for brief 
statements the Members of Congress from the district and the execu- 
tive oflicer of the County of Sacramento, in which all this property 
we are looking at now is situated. 
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Senator Busn. Yes. Before we go on, will you show Senator 
Stennis the green dotted line which is the improvement we are talking 
about ? 

Colonel Hrarr. Yes, sir. A levee extension of 7 miles through the 
town of North Sacramento and Sacramento, 

Senator Busu. And show him the already completed levee con- 
structed. 

Colonel Hiarr. It will connect to a completed levee here which pro- 
tects one part of the town of Sacramento and will function with this 
completed levee on the left bank of the river to keep the flow of the 
American River through town within its banks, ol is really a part 
of the hydraulic control of the American River in conjunction with 
the Folsom Reservoir, which will be completed in the next few years. 
It is under construction now. 

Senator Busu. And the so-called potential area, Senator, has been 
flooded here. 

Senator Stennis. Why was this not included in this original plan? 

Colonel Hiarr. This development only occurred in the most recent 
years. This plan was authorized in 1917 and the latest authorization 
noted was in 1941. 

Senator Busu. Civilization caught up with them. 

Senator Stennis. That is right. 

Senator Bus. Have you anything to say, Colonel, beyond what you 
have already said ? 

Colonel Hrarr. No, sir. There is a similar bill, I understand, in 
the House, introduced by Mr. Moss. 

Senator Busu. Senator, would you like Mr. Moss to speak now ? 

Senator Kucnuer. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. Congressman John Moss. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN E. MOSS, JR.,. MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Moss. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and some 
photographs of the area in flood condition. 

Senator Busu. Would you like to have your statement put into the 
record or do you went to read it ? 

Mr. Moss. I would like to read it to you, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. All right, sir. 

Mr. Moss. Every 3 years, on an average, the waters of the American 
River surge over the right bank of the river near Sacramento, Calif. 
These periodic floods have caused millions of dollars’ worth of damage, 
suffering which cannot be measured in dollars, and inconvenience 
which will be disastrous should flooding occur during a national 
emergency. 

Senator BusH. When you say it has caused millions of dollars of 
damage, is that an accurate statement? This suburban area has not 
been developed. Is it true that development has been impaired and 
destroyed by floods? 

Mr. Moss. There is extensive development there at the present time, 
Senator. If you will look at the first schemes ph you will see a picture 


taken during the floods of 1950, showing the area flooded, with the 
inundation of residential properties. 
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Senator Busu. We should be holding this upside down then to con- 
form with that map ? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. It gives you the part of the river and area which 
has been inundated. It is an area of fairly sizable homes. 

Senator Busw. When was that picture taken ¢ 

Mr. Moss. November 21, 1950. 

Senator Bus. Have you had a substantial flood out there since 
then ? 

Mr. Moss. We have had one flood since then. 

Senator Busu. Did it flood this area just like this? 

Mr. Moss. Just about as heavily flooded as in this photograph. 

Senator Busu. All right, sir. 

Mr. Moss. S. 1286 has been presented to Congress to change this 
situation by providing for a short levee along the American River. 
This report will explain the need for the levee and answer the question 
of why the Federal Government should participate in the project. 

The American River is one of the major tributaries to the Sacra- 
mento River, which drains a 59,000 square mile area of northern Cali- 
fornia. The American River drains 1,918 square miles from the High 
Sierra on California’s eastern border to its junction with the Sacra- 
mento River at the city of Sacramento. 

The American River is swollen by winter rains each year and again 
by the runoff from melting snow in the spring. As the river flow 
reaches 60,000 to 70,000 cubic feet per second, water pours over the 
right bank at a wide bend beginning about 10 miles upriver from the 
junction with the Sacramento River. On an aver age of every 3 years 
enough water flows down the American River to cause a damaging 
flood. The frequency of floods may well be increased upon comple- 
tion of Folsom Dam in the American River canyon upstream from 
Sacramento, although the force of the floods will be diminished. 

The important dam is part of the flood-control network of the Cen- 
tral Valley project and will regulate the flow of the American River 
into the Sacramento River. 

Folsom Dam is designed to release a maximum of 115,000 cubic feet 
of water per second. As winter rainstorms or spring snow-melt runoff 
rush into the reservoir behind Folsom Dam, it will be necessary to 
release a controlled flow of water sometimes approaching the 115,000 
second-feet maximum and often passing the 60,000 to 70,000 second- 
feet which cause the American River to overflow its banks in the area 
to be protected by the proposed levee. 

The following photomap pictures the flooded area in the most 
recent bad flood during 1950 and also shows the line of the proposed 
levee. 

The last damaging flood in the area to be protected by the proposed 
levee was in late November 1950, and early December 1951. 

Senator Stennis. May I ask a question? Why was not the Folsom 
Dam built in such a way as to take care of this situation ? 

Mr. Moss. Because the normal banks of the river at that point would 
not begin to handle it without levee protection. 

Senator Stennis. Why was the Folsom Dam built then ? 

Mr. Moss. You have a large area on the other bank of the river and 
further upstream that is protected because of Folsom. This 7-mile 
section is the fill-in to give the protection to an area which has been 
developing rapidly since the war. We have a population just north 
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of the American River at that point, in the general area, of about 
100,000 people. 

Senator Stennis. But when and why was Folsom Reservoir 
created ¢ 

Senator Busu. Colonel Hiatt might be able to answer that, Senator. 

Colonel Hiarr. I believe I can help out. There is a limit on Folsom 
Reservoir as to the storage capacity that can be developed at the site 
due to the topography and the economic factors involved. It was 
found that the reservoir could be built of such capacity that it would 
control our design flood to 115,000 second-feet releases. Based on that 
we found that downstream, due to the developments in this area, and 
other factors, the capacity of the channel was less than 115,000 second- 
feet. It would overflow and damage those areas, so that these levees 
are now needed to protect it and permit us to release up to that ca- 
pacity in the event of a flood, which might occur quite frequently. 

Senator Stennis. Then nature’s building downstream was not equal 
to your building upstream, was it ? 

Colonel Hiarr. ‘That is right, sir. 

Senator Srennis. You are bringing nature up to you now? 

Colonel Hrarr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. You may continue with your statement, Mr. Moss. 

Mr. Moss. A curve of flood frequency developed by the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers indicates the next flood will occur 
this year if the river behaves as it has during its past history. Dur- 
ing the 41 years the river’s behavior has been studied, the runoff 
reached a peak of 5,710,000 acre-feet one year and was as low as 
530,000 acre-feet another year. The normal runoff is 2,750,000 acre- 
feet, but the wide range between the high and low runoffs indicates 
the unpredictable behavior of the American River which results in 
floods on an average of every 5 years. 

Senator Busu. I can say for the record if the river were in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia it would sure be flooded. 

Mr. Moss. The 1950-51 flood caused property damage estimated at 
nearly $3 million in the suburban area which would be protected by 
the proposed levee. There were 4,500 residents evacuated. If Fol- 
som Dam had been operating and if the proposed levees had been 
constructed at that time, damages estimated at $2,700,000 would have 
been prevented and some 3,000 residents would not have been driven 
from their homes. 

With Folsom Dam in operation, the picture will not be changed to 
any great extent. The dam was designed to give complete flood pro- 
tection to the American River area as it existed at the time the dam 
was planned and authorized. The controlled releases of floodwaters 
were expected to overflow the right bank of the river into the area 
north and east of Sacramento which now is one of the fastest expand- 
ing areas for homesites for residents of Sacramento and employees 
at nearby armed services installations. 

The 1950-51 flood reached peaks of 200,000 cubic feet of water per 
second. With Folsom Dam in operation, the peak during the worst 
flood season will be only 115,000 second-feet, unless water impounded 
by the dam should go over the spillway. This lower controlled flow 
will, of course, cause floods of lesser volume, but of greater duration. 
The flood damage in a residential area is greater if the floodwaters 
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remain for a longer time than if slightly higher floodwaters rush into 
an area and drain out. These future floods of longer duration also 
will compound the traffic problem; for bridges and highways closed 
by floodwaters, as will be explained later, will be shut down for longer 
periods. 

[ have a series of photographs of some of the area affected by the 
flood of 1951. 

A few short years ago the area to be protected by the proposed Amer- 

‘an River levees was practically uninhabited because floodwaters from 
the American River rushed over the banks almost every year. The 
area was used only for pasture with an occasional farmer taking a 
chance on planting after the winter rain floods and harvesting before 
the late spring snow-melt floods. 

Sacramento grew, however, as millions of persons moved to the 
west coast. When defense installations sprang up at the beginning 
of World War II, the defense workers needed homes. What was for- 
merly regarded as an overflow area became the location for choice 
homesites. As the pressures for housing increased, homeseekers 
moved farther into the overflow area, for there was no comparable 
place for convenient family homes between downtown Sacramento 
and the nearby defense installations. The former overflow area and 
the farmland around its fringe now is one of the fastest growing 
suburban areas in the Nation’s fastest growing State. The homeown- 
ers of the district have pledged their capital to finance schools, but they 
still have been forced to seek school money from the State and Federal 
Governments; they have paid their tax money to finance roads and 
bridges, but their automobiles still jam the inadequate highways 
which are a part of a transcontinental route important to the Nation’s 
defense. 

The rich area can accommodate thousands of families coming to 
northern California; it can provide sites for businesses and industries 
contributing to the Nation’s economy. Since the 1950-51 flood how- 
ever, banks will not make loans for development in the area which 
is conversationally called “the flood area east of town.” 

Senator Busn. This is not within the city limits of Sacramento, 
is it? Would the dike north of the river be in the city limits? 

Mr. Moss. No, sir. It is just over the line. The city limits are 
- in the river itself. On the south bank we have the new Sacramento 
State College, and it is protected by an adequate levee system at the 
present time. 

Senator Busu. Is that bridge there now at H Street? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. H Street is in now. We are constructing a new 
bridge. 

Senator Busu. Has that H Street highway been flooded ? 

Mr. Moss. On an average of once every 2 or 3 years. 

Senator Kucuex. It was closed last in 1950, was it not, John? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Senator Busn. All right, sir. 

Mr. Moss. The residents of the area cannot and should not finance 
the levee protection which is needed not only to allow continued 
growth but to maintain present existence. The cost of the work 
would call for an assessment of some $6,000 on every family in the 
overflow area, much in excess of the value of some of the properties 
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affected. If blame is to be laid for the flooding every 3 years, part 
of it must go to the flood-control work already done along the 
Sacramento River, into which the American River empties a few 
miles downstream. As levees and other flood-control works were 
thrown up on the Sacramento River, the winter and spring flood 
waters were backed up to the mouth of the American River, helping 
push the overflow onto the area to be protected by the proposed levee. 

The homeowners in the area should not be penalized financially 
for this downriver flood-control work. While much of the direct 
benefit from the proposed levee will be theirs, a great deal of benefit 
will go to the thousands of persons who daily use the highways and 
bridges through the overflow area. The homeowners in that area 
should not be financially responsible for removing transportation 
bottlenecks which, in the time of national emergency, will become 
disasters rather than inconvenience. 

The latest traffic count figures indicate 30,000 cars daily use the 
main bridge and traflic arteries through the overflow area. 

Senator Busu. Is that H Street Bridge? 

Mr. Moss. Yes, sir. That is H Street Bridge. 

They are defense workers traveling from their homes in Sacra- 
mento or in the overflow area to McClellan Air Force Base north of 
Sacramento, Mather Field east of Sacramento, or the Sacramento 
Signal Depot to the south; they are employees of businesses and indus- 
tries in Sacramento going to and from work, or they are persons on 
important business traveling through California from north to south 
or from east to west and bypassing the already overcrowded main 
traflic arteries. 

Senator Busn. Where is the McClellan Air Force Base north of 
Sacramento? Is that in the area flooded ? 

Mr. Moss. No. It is to the north. 

Senator Busu. And to the west ? 

Mr. Moss. To the west, I believe, of the area that is flooded. 

High water such as the flood of 1950-51 closes the H Street Bridge 
and Fair Oaks Boulevard, sometimes washing out the pavement. 
Traflic which would normally travel this route is forced across the 
North Sacramento Freeway, which is Highway 40, the main trans- 
continental link between west-coast industries and defense installa- 
tions and the rest of the Nation. This highway already is jammed to 
capacity, with cars bumper to bumper during peak normal traffic 
periods. A flood of 8 days’ duration such as that of 1950-51 would 
add at least 240,000 vehicles to the Highway 40 route. High water 
closing the H Street Bridge and Fair Oaks Boulevard during a time 
of national emergency thus might be classed as a disaster. These 
considerations make Federal participation in the project imperative. 

The American River levee would be a 7-mile-long rolled-earth fill 
about 22 feet high with a maximum top width of 20 feet. The project 
would cost $1,300,000 in Federal funds, with the State of California 
or local agencies providing the land for construction of the levee, 
agreeing to pay claims arising from the construction, and, after com- 
pletion, maintaining and operating the levee. 

_In 1949 the Army engineers reported to the House of Representa- 
tives: 


The most severe problem in the immediate vicinity of Sacramento was the 
floods along the American River, which were so extremely injurious, not only 
to housing but also to the eastern approach to the city of Sacramento. 
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House Document 367, 81st Congress, 1st session, at page 41, para- 
graph 43, states developments along the American River in the 
suburban area immediately east of Sacramento— 

* * * have necessitated a reconsideration of the adequacy of the degree of pro- 
tection that would be provided in such areas upon completion of the Folsom 
project. Such study has resulted in the conclusion that the present project 
levees should be extended upstream to supplement that protection which would 
be provided by the Folsom project in order to fully utilize the present leveed 
channel capacity of the American River in the vicinity of Sacramento without 
creating an unsafe hazard in the newly developed areas upstream therefrom. 

This is the project proposed by S. 1286. It is a project aiding 
hundreds of thousands of persons, saving millions of dollars w hich 
will be wasted through flood damages and | preventing possible disaster 
when floodwaters cause complete disruption of transe continental traffic. 

Senator Bus. Are there any questions of the witness? Senator 
Stennis. 

Senator Srennis. You say, “saving millions of dollars.” 
have any estimate on it that is more accurate than that ? 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, if I may 

Senator Srennis. You are going to supply it later? 

Senator Kucuet. Yes. I have here a communication from the Gov- 
ernor of California in which he specifically reviews the damage which 
was caused in the 1950 flood. 

Senator Srennis. That is all right. I do not want to delay this 
hearing. There is only $1,800,000 involved in the entire project ? 

Senator Kucne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Srennis. Thank you very much, Mr, Moss. That was a 
very good statement. 

Mr. Moss. Thank you. 

Senator Busu. That is all, Mr. Moss. Thank you. 

Senator Kuchel, do you want to call Mr. Charles W. Deterding, the 
county executive y 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. I would like to call Mr. Deterding now. 


Do you 





STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. DETERDING, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, 
SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Dererpvine. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

I am Charles W. Deterding, county executive of Sacramento 
County, Calif. I have been instructed by the board of supervisors to 
come here and urge support of Senate bill 1286, 

I have here a letter from the chairman of the board of supervisors 
that I would like to submit for the record, stating their interest in the 
project. 

In addition, I have been authorized by the reclamation board of the 
State of California to represent that board and express their interest 
in the project, and to offer a resolution from the State board _of recla- 
mation expressing their stand on the project. 

Senator Busu. Without objection the documents will be accepted 
for the record. 

Mr. Dererpine. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit my own 
statement from the county of Sacramento. 

Senator Busn. Without objection, it will be included in the record. 
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(The documents referred to are as follows:) 
Excerrt From MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE RECLAMATION BoOaArp or May 6, 1953 
RESOLUTION 
Whereas an extensive residential development exists along the American River 
in the suburban area immediately east of Sacramento; and 
Whereas record floods in November and December 1950 resulted in the inunda- 


tion of 5440 acres of highly developed suburban lands, forced the evacuation , ? 
of 4,500 residents in the area east of Sacramento, and caused an estimated dam- 
age in this area of $2,936,000; and 
Whereas as the result of a study of the need for adequate flood protection for 
the suburban area east of Sacramento, the Corps of Engineers concluded in 
= ° 


paragraph 438, page 41, House Document No. 367, Sist Congress, first session, 
that: “* * * present project levees should be extended upstream to supplement 
that protection which would be provided by the Folsom project in order to fully 
utilize the present levee channel capacity of the American River in the vicinity 
of Sacramento without creating an unsafe hazard in the newly developed areas 
upstream therefrom”; and 

Whereas the Corps of Engineers has estimated that if the levee extension 
recommended in paragraph 483 of House Document 367, 8list Congress, had been 
in existence and Folsom Reservoir in operation during the 1950 floods, damage 
estimated at $2,700,000 could have been averted and an estimated 3,000 residents 
would not have been forced to evacuate their homes; and 

Whereas Senators William S. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel of California 
have introduced a bill, S. 1286, which would adopt the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers contained in House Document No. 367, 8ist Congress, for 
the American River levee and which would authorize the appropriation of 
$1,300,000 to carry out the project in accordance with the plans and recommenda- 
tions contained in the House document; and 

Whereas this board has been informed that Charles W. Deterding, county 
manager of Sacramento County, will appear before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, in support of 8. 1286: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Reclamation Board of the State of California does hereby 
express its full support of the proposed legislation and does further hereby 
express its opinion that the proposed American River levee extension is an im- 
mediate necessity to adequate protection of life and property in the suburban 
area east of Sacramento; and be it further 

Resolved, That Charles W. Deterding, county manager of Sacramento County. 
iS requested to transmit a copy of this resolution to the Senate Subcommittee 
on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors when it considers 8. 1286, and that this 
board aoes authorize Charles W. Deterding to present its views to the aforesaid . . 
subcommittee. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Sacramento, 
Office of the Reclamation Board, ss: 

I, Robert W. James, assistant administrative adviser of the reclamation board, 
do hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a 
resolution passed and adopted by said board at its meeting held May 6, 1953. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the official seal 
of the board this 6th day of May 1953. 

[SEAL] Rosert W. JAMES, 

Assistant Administrative Adviser. 





STATEMENT OF CHARLES W. DETERDING, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, SACRAMENTO COUNTY, 
CALIF. 


Since the establishment of Sacramento County more than a century ago, 
flood control has been a major concern of the community. From time to time 
floods of disastrous proportions have descended on the city of Sacramento 
causing extensive loss of property. 

As the city grew, the construction of works of flood protection progressed 
with the development and improvement in the area. Because of the limited 
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resources of the county, the measures adopted were often inadequate to pre- 
vent floodwater from topping or breaching levees, resulting in flooding. 

The American River has always been the source of major floods in the vicinity 
of Sacramento, The American River watershed, comprising 1,920 square miles, 
is directly east of Sacramento. The slope is very abrupt, rising from Sacramento, 
elevation 25, to 10,000 feet in approximately 80 miles. These higher elevations 
are subject to the accumulation of deep snow pack through the winter months. 
In late March and April warm rain of great intensity may fall on this snow 
area. The result is that a runoff of great volume may come down the American 
River at a time when the Sacramento River at Sacramento is at flood stage. 
The possibility of flood crests on both rivers meeting at one time has always been 
of vital concern to us in Sacramento. 

A study of the runoff records of the American River watershed over the past 
100 yeurs establishes the fact that excessive floods are the result of certain 
weather patterns and watershed conditions. 

The proper synchronizing of the two conditions could result in floods of 
greater proportions than we have ever known. Every river at some time in its 
history produces a flood far greater than has ever been recorded. 

The area referred to in Senate bill 1286 has practically no flood-control protec- 
tion. With the tremendous growth of Sacramento County, there has been a con- 
tinual infringement of rural residential development in the area subject to flood 
at extreme high water. Likewise, the importance of this area to the normal eco- 
nomic development of its roads, sewers and other needed public and private 
facilities make it imperative that a levee be constructed along the northerly 
bank of the American River as provided in this bill. 

The proposed extension of the American River right bank levee—northerly 
and easterly bank—would begin near the present terminus about 14% miles north 
of the H Street bridge and extend upstream about 7 miles where it would tie 
into high ground. It would provide flood protection to rapidly growing suburban 
developments east of Sacramento. Such protection would be of approximately 
the same degree as that now provided on the south side of the river. Aceord- 
ing to preliminary plans, the proposed levee would be approximately 1,250 feet 
distant from, and parallel to, the existing left bank levee throughout most of 
its length, and would provide a safe channel capatity for sustained flows of 
115.000 ¢. f. s. with a minimum freeboard of 5 feet. This amount of free- 
board is indicated by past experience in the Sacramento River flood-control 
project to be desirable for the protection of large urban developments. The 
capacity of the lower river reach, which is presently leveed on both sides, would 
be unchanged. The levee height would vary up to a maximum of 22 feet, with an 
average height of 12 feet, and would have a top width of 20 feet, including a 
12-foot roadway. Side slopes would be 1 vertical on 3 horizontal. 

An extensive residential development exists along the American River in the 
suburban area immediately east of Sacramento where record floods in November 
and December 1950 resulted in the inundation of 5,440 acres of highly developed 
surburban lands, forced the evacuation of 4,500 residents, and caused an esti- 
mated damage in this area of $2,936,000. 

As the result of a study of the need for the suburban area east of Sacramento, 
the Corps of Engineers concluded in paragraph 43, page 41, House Document No. 
367, Slst Congress, Ist session, that “* * * present project levees should be 
extended upstream to supplement that protection which would be provided by 
the Folsom project in order to fully utilize the present levee channel capacity of 
the American River in the vicinity of Sacramento without creating. an unsafe 
hazard in the newly developed areas upstream therefrom”. 

The Corps of Engineers has estimated that if the levee extension recommended 
in paragraph 43 of House Document 367, 81st Congress, had been in existence and 
Folsom Reservoir in operation during the 1950 floods, damage estimated at 
$2,700,000 could have been averted and an estimated 3,000 residents would not 
have been forced to evacuate their homes. 

Senate bill 1286, which carries the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers 
contained in House Document No. 367, 81st Congress, for the American River 
levee and which would authorize the appropriation of $1,300,000 to carry out the 
project in accordance with the plans and recommendations contained in the House 
document. 

Included in this proposed levee construction is a short levee about three-fourths 
of a mile in length along Arcade Creek. Here the American River backs up and 
floods an area in Del Paso Heights. This area is badly in need of flood protec- 
tion. In November 1950 a considerable residential area in Del Paso Heights was 
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inundated and a large number of people were forced to leave their homes. The 
loss amounted to approximately $250,000 in this area alone. 

I can assure you gentlemen of the committee that this proposed levee would 
alleviate a serious flood menace and serve an economical and justifiable purpose. 

I sincerely request that you give favorable consideration to the authorizing 
the construction of the levee on the American River and Arcade Creek as set out 
in this bill. 

Thank you for the privilege and opportunity of presenting American River 
levee project. 


OFFICE OF BOARD OF SUPERVISERS, 
SACRAMENTO COUNTY, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 6, 1958. 
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS, AND HARBORS. 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : This is to advise you that the Board of Supervisors of Sacramento 
County is most anxious that the American River levee be extended as provided in 
Senate bill 1286. This bill is of vital interest to our American River levee flood 
control project. 

Mr. Charles W. Deterding, county executive of Sacramento County, is hereby. 
instructed to appear personally before your commitee and supply additional data 
as is necessary. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JAMEs R. GARLICK, 
Chairman, Board of Supervisors. 


Mr. Dererprne. I would like to read briefly from the State reso- 
lution : 


Whereas, record floods in November and December 1950 resulted in the in- 
undation of 5,440 acres of highly developed suburban lands, forced the evacuation 
of 4,500 residents in the area east of Sacramento and caused an estimated damage 
in this area of $2,936,000 ; and 

Whereas, as the result of a study of the need for adequate flood protection 
for the suburban area east of Sacramento, the Corps of Engineers concluded in 
paragraph 43, page 41, House Document No. 367, Slst Congress, Ist session, 
that: “* * * present project levees should be extended upstream to supplement 
that protection which would be provided by the Folsom project in order to fully 
utilize the present levee channel capacity of the American River in the vicinity 
of Sacramento without creating an unsafe hazard in the newly developed areas 
upstream therefrom ;” * * * Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Reclamation Board of the State of California does hereby 
express its full support of the proposed legislation and does further hereby 
express its opinion that the proposed American River levee extension is an 
immediate necessity to adequate protection of life and property in the suburban 
area east of Sacramento. 

The original levees on the north and south bank of the American 
River were built at a time when the United States assumed one-half 
the cost of the total construction and local interests assumed one-half. 
Property owners throughout the flood-control district paid one-half of 
the cost of the levees around north Sacramento and on the south 
side of the American River. 

In 1936 the Congress affirmed the interest of the United States, 
declaring flood protection a matter of national interest. Since that 
time the United States paid the entire cost of construction on the 
Sacramento Valley flood control project. 

In this case local interests will be required to maintain the levee when 
constructed. 

In addition, the county of Sacramento will be required to construct 
several hundred feet of four-lane highway, elevated highway, over 
the flood channel of the American River. This with other highway 
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changes will cost the local county taxpayers approximately $500,000. 

Senator BusH. Pardonme. What was that $500, 000 for ? 

Mr. DererpiNc. That will be for this: Here is the H Street Bridge 
here. We have at the present time a four-lane steel bridge across the 
main channel. When this levee goes in it will be necessary to extend 
that bridge out to the levee a distance of six or seven hundred feet. We 
estimate that that will cost at least a half a million dollars. 

Senator Busu. Who will pay for that? 

Mr. Dererpinc. The county. The local taxpayers will pay for 
that. The State of California will furnish the rights-of-way, which 
will cost somewhere in the neighborhood of $950,000 including flow- 
age rights. In other words, the State will buy the property and also 
the area from the levee out to the channel for the flowage of flood- 
waters. 

In contemplation of this levee being constructed the board of super- 
visors has organized the drainage area behind the levee into a legally 
constituted drainage district. The landowners in the district will be 

taxed to provide all of the internal drainage facilities required to 
keep the district dry and I am sure that this work will cost at least 
a half a million dollars. Together the local interests—— 

Senator Busu. Excuse me, sir, but who is responsible for the main- 
tenance of those levees that are now there ? 

Mr. Derervina. Well, the levees in this case are maintained by the 
American River flood control district. 

Senator Busn. The existing levees? 

Mr. Dererpina. Yes. That is the local interests. 

Senator Busu. There is no continuing expense on the Federal 
Government for the maintenance of those levees, is there ¢ 

Mr. Dererpine. No, not these levees. 

Senator Busu. The ones constructed already ? 

Mr. Dererprnea. No, sir. 

Senator Busu. Is it proposed that there would be any construction 
expense on the new levees? 

Mr. Dererpinea. No, sir. 

Senator Busn. That would be taken care of locally ? 

Mr. Dererpine. Yes. 

Senator Busu. I wanted to make sure that I understood. The 
installation cost then 

Mr. Dererpine. Is the only cost that the Government is required 
to perform. 

enator Kucnei. The procedure exists in the Federal statutes, I 

think, for turning over to the local jurisdiction the responsibility for 

maintenance, so I assume under that statute the completion of the levee 
would be followed with a local responsibility for it. 

Mr. Dererprne. Yes. That applies particularly to the Sacramento 
River levees, but this is somewhat different. 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dererptna. Together the local interests are contributing an 
amount approximately, if not greater in funds than will be appro- 
priated by the Federal Government. 

With the completion of Folsom Dam there will be created a con- 
dition of releasing the accumulated flood storage water up to approxi- 
mately 115,000 second-feet to make available storage for the next flood. 
If storms of flood proportion develop, at proper intervals, such as 
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occurred in 1950, when large sustained releases are being let out of the 
Folsom Reservoir,, it would be conceivable that Fair Oaks Boulevard 
could be covered with water for a period of several weeks. There are 
now in excess of 30,000 vehicles a day using Fair Oaks Boulevard. 
It was closed to traffic for 28 days last time, with a tremendous loss 
of time and convenience to the users of this road. 

With the Folsom Dam in operation it is possible that Fair Oaks 
Boulevard could be covered with water for a period of 2 to 8 weeks. 
This easily could affect at least 1 million vehicular movements. 

Mr. Chairman, I think you will appreciate the urgency of this 
project. The local interests are very desirous that it be constructed 
and they feel that they will do their proportional part in the overall 
project. 

Senator Busu. Thank you, Mr. Deterding. 

Have you any further questions of the witness, Senator Kuchel? 

Senator Kucue.. No, Mr. Chairman. 

1 would like to have the record show that as a result of a report pre- 
pared by the Corps of Engineers in 1948 they indicate an average 
annual loss of $1 million. In other words, spread over any given 
period of time the yearly damage as a result of the flood condition here 
would amount to $1 million. 

If the chairman would desire, or if Senator Stennis would desire the 
data on which the Engineers prepared this printed report, it could be 
made available. 

In addition to that, I have a letter from the Governor of California, 
Earl Warren, urging that consideration of this proposed bill be given 
by our committee, and I would like also to say, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Bureau of the Budget will approve this project in a letter which it is 
forwarding to the committee today. 

Senator Busu. The letter of the Bureau of the Budget will be in- 
corporated into the record, when received. 

(The letters of the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the 
Army are as follows:) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 20, 1953. 
Hon. EpWARD MARTIN, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of March 12, 1953, re- 
fuesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 1286, a bill to authorize 
the extension of the levee on the American River near Sacramento, Calif. 

The purpose of this legislation is to authorize the extension of the levee along 
the American River in accordance with the recommendation contained in House 
Document No. 367, Sist Congress. 

While the Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the authorization 
of this project, this Office questions, except in emergencies or rare instances of 
very large multiple-purpose projects, whether single-project bills should be favor- 
ably considered. The Congress has customarily taken up, from time to time, all 
project reports pending before it and has enacted a general river and harbor and 
flood-control bill. It is our belief that such consideration of the relative merits 
of a number of projects provides a better basis of selection than piecemeal action 
on individual bills. In any event, no commitment can be made at this time as to 
when any estimate of appropriation would be submitted for construction of the 
project if authorized by the Congress since this would be governed by the Presi- 
dent’s budgetary objectives as determined by the then prevailing fiscal situation. 

Sincerely yours, 


JoserH M. Doner, Director. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., May 25, 1953. 
Hon. Epwarp MArtTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for a report on S, 1286, 
83d Congress, a bill to authorize the extension of the levee on the American 
River near Sacramento, Calif. 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the extension of an existing levee for a 
distance of approximately 7 miles upstream along the American River at Sac- 
ramento, Calif., in accordance with the plans and recommendations contained 
in House Document 367, 81st Congress. 

The proposed levee is located downstream from Folsom Reservoir, which is now 
under construction by the Corps of Engineers, and is designed to supplement the 
existing levees on the Sacramento River so as to provide the necessary floodway 
eapacity in the area downstream from Folsom Dam. The levee would protect a 
rapidly developing residential area north and east of the city of Sacramento. 

The cost to the United States for construction of the levee was estimated in 
1948 to be $900,000; considering the increase in price levels since that date, the 
present estimate would be approximately $1,300,000. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that while it has no objection to the sub- 
mission of this proposed report to the committee, it would question, except in 
emergencies or rare instances of very large multiple-purpose projects, whether 
single-project bills should be favorably considered. The Congress has custom 
arily taken up, from time to time, all project reports pending before it and has 
enacted a general river and harbor and flood-control bill. It is its belief that 
such consideration of the relative merits of a number of projects provides a better 
basis of selection than piecemeal action on individual bills. In any event, no 
commitment can be made at this time as to when any estimate of appropriation 
would be submitted for construction of the project if authorized by the Congress 
since this would be governed by the President’s budgetary objectives as deter- 
minded by the then prevailing fiscal situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Kucner. I would like to read the letter of Governor War- 

ren into the record: 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, February 19, 1953. 
Hon. THoMAsS H. KUCHEL, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: I am informed that it is probable that an omnibus flood 
control bill will be introduced in the present session of the Congress, and I am 
writing to express the hope that this legislation will include a provision for con- 
structing the levee on the right bank of the American River near Sacramento 
which has heretofore been proposed by our State reclamation board and agreed 
to by the United States Corps of Engineers as a necessity. 

The existing levee from the mouth of the American River extends upstream 
for a distance of approximately 5 miles. This was designed to give protection, in 
conjunction with a levee on the left bank of the river extending upstream some 
11 miles, to the cities of Sacramento and North Sacramento. Subsequent to their 
construction, however, extensive suburban development has taken place adjacent 
to the right bank of the river upstream from the terminus of the present levee, 
and the Chief of Engineers has recommended extending the existing levee for a 
distance of about 7 miles. A map of the project is enclosed. 

During the floods of November and December 1950, on the American River 
watershed, approximately 3,280 acres of highly developed suburban lands were 
inundated in the area that would be protected by this levee extension. The flood 
reached a discharge of 210,000 cubic feet per second on the lower river, causing 
damage estimated at about $3,400,000, of which $2,600,000 occurred in the newly 
developed suburban area. 

Under present construction schedules, it is anticipated that by the fall of this 
year (1953), the new Folsom Dam and Reservoir will be far enough along to give 
about the maximum relief from peak floods that it will give when completed. 
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With the Folsom Dam in operation, it is contemplated that the maximum flood 
flow on the American River below the dam will be 115,000 c. f. s., but the suburban 
area is now subjected to inundation when the flow passes 60,000 to 70,000 c.f.s. 

It is the opinion of our State reclamation board that reference made to the 
American River levee in House Document 367, 8ist Congress, 1st session, is a 
sufficient basis for inclusion of the levee extension in any flood-control appro- 
priation bill adopted by the 83d Congress. I should like to commend such a pro- 
cedure to your consideration. 

With best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
EARL WARREN, Governor. 


Senator Busn. Are there any further comments about this particu- 
lar bill? 

Senator Kucuetn. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. If not, that will be all. 

(Whereupon, at 10:40 a. m., the hearing on the matter under 
consideration was concluded.) 
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FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 
MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, 1953 


Unitep States SENATE, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Controu, Rivers AND HARgors, 
Washington, D. C. 


S. 1060—A But To AuTHorize THE IMPROVEMENT oF East Bastn, Los 
ANGELEs-Lone Beacu Harsor, Cauir. 


The subcommittee met, at 10:40 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Prescott Bush (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Bush (chairman of the subcommittee) and Sen- 
ator Kuchel. 

Senator Busu. S. 1060 is the next bill. 

(S. 1060 is as follows :) 


[S. 1060, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
California 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the project for improvement of East 
Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, California, is hereby authorized in 
accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated February , 1953, 
printed as House Document Numbered , at an estimated cost of $896,500: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work as may have been done upon this project subsequent 
to April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized ; 
Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500. 


Senator Busu. Could we have a discussion of this bill first from the 
engineers ? 


Colonel Milne, will you proceed with a description of this project 
for us? 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. B. MILNE, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Mrine. I would like to give you a little background, which 
I think would be helpful in the pinablooetion of the bill. 

Los Angeles Harbor is one of the major harbors on our west coast. 
Tn 1951 over 20 million tons of commerce were handled through that 
harbor. Congress, as early as 1946, realized that the existing facilities 
in Los Angeles were probably going to be taxed in the near future 
and directed that the Corps of Engineers make a study to see if any 
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modifications of the then authorized project should be recommended. 

The district engineer at Los Angeles made that study and the report 
was submitted to the Chief of Engineers, recommending certain mod- 
ifications in the Los Angeles Harbor, which included the dredging of 
the east basin and also the dredging of the west basin, to meet the 
requirements of navigation. 

Senator Busu. How does traffic get in there now ? 

Colonel Mune. There is an outer breakwater here (indicating on 
map) and the traffic comes through the opening of the breakwater 
into this main entrance. The entire channel runs in this direction. 
Along both sides of the channel and in this area here there have been 
developments of piers and slips by local interests. 

It might be of interest to note that the city of Los Angeles and the 
local interests, have spent over $75 million in the development of pier 
facilities, terminals, and other things in connection with the uedeny- 
ment of that harbor. 

Senator Busu. Has the Government spent much money out there! 

Colonel Mine. To date the Government has spent in new con- 
struction approximately $30 million and in maintenance something 
over $2 million. 

Senator Busu. Where has the Government’s money gone, Colonel ¢ 

Colonel Mine. It has gone in the construction of this breakwater 
and in the dredging of the channel across the bar to 40 feet, and in 
the main harbor to 35 feet. 

Senator Busu. How wide is that channel ? 

Colonel Minne. It varies in width. I think the maximum is around 
1,000 feet. 

Senator Busu. It is of that order? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. That is close enough. 

Colonel Miine. As I said, the district recommended certain modi- 
fications which included dredging of the west and east basins. That 
report was submitted to the Chief of Engineers and reviewed by the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. The Board felt that 
improvement of the west basin was not economically justified at 
this time. So they recommended that the project be modified only 
to improve the east basin. 

The Chief of Engineers concurred in the recommendation of the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. That report, as modi- 
fied, was submitted to the Governor of California, who also concurred 
in our recommendations. 

The report then was submitted to the Bureau of the Budget. The 
Bureau of the Budget found the project to be in accordance with the 
program of the President, and we are now submitting it to the Con- 
gress for authorization. 

Senator Busu. That is, to dredge the east basin, Colonel ? 

Colonel Miinez. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busy. That does not mean to enlarge it, but just to 
deepen it. 

Colonel Miine. To deepen it. Right now the channel adjacent to 
the east basin is about 250 feet wide and is 35 feet deep. The east basin 
is a very shallow body of water, varying from 6 to 16 feet in depth. 
Che recommendations of the Chief of Engineers were to deepen this 
area, Which appears to be about 80 acres to 35 feet. 
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Senator Busu. Is that east basin entirely an artifically constructed 
basin ¢ 

Colonel Miutne. It will be a dredged basin. 

Senator Busu. Does it exist now at all? 

Colonel Miine. It exists now with very shallow water. 

Senator Busu. Was it put there or did you find it there 

Colonel Mitnz. No. The channels were dredged. A very narrow 
channel on this side of the east basin, and the main channel in here, 
and the east basin is just a natural shoal existing between these two 
channels. 

Senator Busu. Then it is proposed to deepen it so as to make it 
available for piers and docks, and so on ¢ 

Colonel Mitne. That is basically the desire, because of the tre- 
mendous development in Los Angeles Harbor, there is little room for 
additional piers. We know that the city of Los Angeles has recently 
completed a $10 million terminal development right at this point. 
This development will not be completely usable until there is a widened 
channel in this particuar area. That is just one of the justifications 
in the recommendation of the Chief of Engineers, to widen and deepen 
that basin. 

Senator Busu. But along the northwest side of that east basin, as 
it is presently constituted, there is a channel now / 

Colonel Minne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bus. And there are piers there so that the boats tie up to 
the north bank? 

Colonel Miune. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. And they tie up lengthwise along the basin ? 

Colonel Minne. They tie up lengthwise. 

Senator Busu. Or do they go into slips? 

Colonel Miune. There are some slips they go into, and they also 
tie up lengthwise. 

Senator Busu. If you widen the basin and deepen the basin what 
is the advantage of that then in that situation ? 

Colonel Mitne. With the development of this new terminal facility 
that has been built by the city there is going to be a great increase in 
traffic into this area, not only in volume, but an entirely new type of 
traffic, with much larger ships. Under present conditions the ships 
literally are going to have to back out to a turning basin and then turn 
around and come out. That is a delay in time—a very considerable 
deiay in time. It also presents a hazard to facilities on both sides of 
the now existing narrow channel. 

Therefore, to correct that navigation difficulty the widening or 
deepening of that basin is mandatory, so that ships using the terminal 
facilities which are being developed and which will be developed along 
this area will have adequate room for maneuvering. 

Senator Busu. Will the construction of that basin provide addi- 
tional docking facilities as well? 

Colonel Mizner. It will provide an area where additional docking 
facilities can be built by local interests. The Federal Government 
does not provide any. 

Senator Busu. But it is contemplated if the basin is developed as 
you suggest, then docks can be extended so that they will be all around 
the edge of the basin ? 

34174—53 6 
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Colonel Mitne. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Busu. And that will give a very large increase in the dock- 
ing facilities ¢ 

Colonel Mixne. It will give an area of about 80 acres and would 
give a much increased shoreline along which they could develop addi- 
tional docking facilities. 

Senator Busu. What is that little jut to the northeast ? 

Colonel Minne. That should not be shown on the map. 

Senator Busu. While you are there with the map, what about the 
west basin? Is that in this bill? 

Colonel Mine. No, sir. 

Senator Busu. As I understand it, you did not recommend action 
on that? 

Colonel Mizne. We did not. 

Senator Bus. So we are solely talking about the east basin ? 

Colonel Mine. The project recommended by the Corps of Engi- 
neers and presented to Congress includes only the east basin. I have 
given you that background for a better understanding of the bill 
under consideration. 

Senator Buss. Will you proceed then? 

Colonel Mitne. The bill now before your committee simply recom- 
mends the authorization of this project that the Corps of Engineers 
has recommended to the Congress. There are 1 or 2 points I would 
like to bring to your attention in connection with that bill. First, 
the report of the Corps of Engineers on this bill has been transmitted 
to the Secretary of the Army. It has not yet been cleared, to my 
knowledge, by the Secretary or the Bureau of the Budget. So what I 
say with regard to this bill represents only the views of the office, Chief 
of Engineers, and not necessarily the views of either the Secretary or 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

In our analysis of the bill we find no objection to the enactment 
of Senate 1060. We do, however, want to point out 1 or 2 things that 
we feel you would like to know about. 

The particular bill, while it authorizes the construction of this 
basin in accordance with the plans recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers, also asks that local interests be reimbursed for such work 
as they may have done, or as may have been done on the project 
subsequent to April 1, 1953. That, of course, is a matter of policy 
for the Congress to decide. We have no objection to that language, 
but we would like to suggest that local interests should clearly under- 
stand that budget requests of the Department of the Army will not 
include funds to reimburse them before requests for funds which may 
be needed for projects of higher priority on the Department’s schedule. 
In other words, if the Congress approves this bill local interests 
plan to go ahead and develop this at their own expense, with the 
understanding that they will be reimbursed at some future date by 
the Congress. 

We do not want to be in a position of having to ask for money for 
this particular project before it normally would fall in our priority 
of authorized projects. 

The second point we want to bring to your attention are two minor 
changes in language. 
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Senator Busx. What local interests would go ahead and make 
that development ? 

Colonel Miinr. The city of Los Angeles. 

Senator Busu. The city of Los Angeles would go ahead with the 
construction work? 

Colonel Miine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busu. And then if the bill were passed they would do 
that and it is presumed they would be reimbursed for the full cost 
of the project? 

Colonel Mitnz. They would be reimbursed for the work that they 
did, which was in accordance with the project that was recommended 
by the Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Busn. Is it the urgency of the need that makes them willing 
to proceed in that way? 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. I believe that the local people here will 
present testimony to develop that need. 

Senator Busu. All right, sir. 

Colonel Miine. There are two language changes, incidentally, that 
we would like to suggest, Mr. Chairman, that are rather minor. 

In line 5 on page 1 of the bill, between the words “the” and “re- 
port” we suggest that the words “plan and subject to the conditions 
contained in the” be inserted at that point. 

Senator Busu. This is S. 1060? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes. 

Senator Busu. On line 5? 

Colonel Mixing. Page 1, between the words “the” and “report” insert 
the words “plan and subject to the conditions contained in the.” 

Senator Kucuet. You mean between the words “with” and “the,” 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Miznz. No, sir. 

Senator Kucuex. How would it read with the amendment in there? 

Senator Busn. “Is hereby authorized in accordance with the plan 
and subject to the conditions contained in the report of the Chief of 
Engineers.” 

Senator Kucuet. Oh, plan? 

Colonel Miuune. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, sir. I understand now. Thank you. 

Colonel Mitne. And in line 6 on page 1 the word “February” be 
eliminated and “January 23” be substituted. Those are the only 
changes we have, sir. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, those changes will be approved 
here and recommended to the full committee. 

Have you anything else to say, Colonel ? 

Colonel Mitne. Nothing further, sir. 

Senator Busu. Perhaps if you will stand by for a little while 
longer we will go ahead with the other witnesses. 

Colonel Mine. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuex. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Gordon McDonough 
of California is here, and I would appreciate having him appear out 
of the order that we have set up. 

Senator Busn. Yes, sir. Will you take the stand here, Congress- 
man? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON L. McDONOUGH, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE 15TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 


CALIFORNIA 


Mr. McDonoveu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, | 
am not going to take any time. I would rather yield my time to the 
witnesses that will follow, except to say that I am here as the author 
of a companion bill in the House, and that in my opinion this is a very 
urgent project. 

In reference to the testimony of the previous witness on the respon 
sibility of local interests, | would like to say that they have already 
assumed that responsibility and are proceeding to spend $457,000, 
approximately, to dredge some of the 80 acres that we hope eventually 
to dredge with the passage of this bill, and with the hope of reim- 
bursement. 

Los Angeles Harbor, in our opinion, is one of great importance to 
the defense effort on the west coast and to the commercial interests. 
We believe with the investment already on the shoreline in the im- 
mediate vicinity or adjacent to the area to be dredged which has been 
built at a cost of approximately $8 million, it will not be usable if 
we do not have this dredging for a turning basin for long ships that 
will have to dock alongside of it. 

As the previous witness indicated, the ships have to come in and 
back out. That is normally a difficult situation, but it is almost im 
possible, considering the wind pressure against the vessels as they 
attempt to come through a narrow slit alongside of the existing 
facility. 

Senator Busu. Is that whole development inside an artificial de 
velopment ? 

Mr. McDonoveu. Most of Los Angeles Harbor is a dredging of a 
slough—a low area that over the years we have spent some $75 million 
in dredging and building channels, and providing sufficient depth for 
the operation of the harbor. I think Los Angeles Harbor is excep- 
tional in the fact that it is one of the man-made harbors of the United 
States. 

Senator Busn. It is pretty nearly entirely man-made / 

Mr. McDonovuen. That is right. 

Senator Busu. Or it looks like it on the map. 

Mr. McDonoven. Yes. 

Senator Busu. We are very gratef! to you, sir. Have you any- 
thing else to say? 

Mr. McDonoveu. No, sir. Nothing further. We expect to hold 
hearings on the House side in the Public Works Committee this week, 
and we will review much of the testimony you are hearing today, but 
I would impress on the committee the urgency of this because of the 
defense problem we are facing and the fact that Los Angeles Harbor 
is a very important port in that regard, insofar as the Pacific area is 
concerned. 

Since the local interests have assumed the responsibility of proceed- 
ing on this on their own, we believe that the approval is very apparent 
from their point of view. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kucnen. Thank you very much. 
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Senator Busu. Mr. Perkins, the deputy city attorney of the city of 
Los Angeles. 
rood morning, sir. 


STATEMENT OF CONSTANTINE N. PERKINS, DEPUTY CITY AT- 
TORNEY OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND THE BOARD OF 
HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Perxins. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Senator Kuchel 
and members of the committee. 

Senator Kucne.. Mr. Perkins, may I interrupt you a moment? 

In the interests of saving time I would ask you to consider having 
a statement which was prepared for me, to be incorporated in the 
record of these hearings. 

Senator Busn. Without objection, the statement will be Incorporated 
in the record. 

(The statement by Senator Kuchel is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as one of the sponsors of the 
authorization bill, 8S. 1060, recently introduced in the Senate by myself and Sen- 
ator Knowland, of California, I would like to point out to this subcommittee 
some of the background of the proposed legislation. 

This bill has for its purpose the authorization of a dredging project of East 
Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., in accordance with the approved 
report of the Chief of Engineers, and cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. The 
estimated cost of the improvement is $896,500, and companion bills have been 
introduced in the House by Congressmen McDonough and King, of California, 
being H. R. 3086 and 3054, respectively. These bills also provide that the Sec- 
retary of the Army is authorized to reimburse local interests for such work as 
may have been done upon this project subsequent to April 1, 1953, insofar as the 
work shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers and done in accordance with 
the project authorized. 

An emergency exists requiring the immediate authorization of the project 
in order that the funds to be allocated therefor be included in the general budget 
now undergoing revision, so that the necessary expenditures may be made by 
the Department of the Army as soon as appropriations for civil functions are 
available, for the fiscal year July 1, 1953—June 30, 1954, for the following reasons: 

The Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has, by application filed 
nearly 4 years ago, sought to obtain the approval of the Chief of Engineers for 
the dredging of a shoal area in the East Basin, Los Angeles Harbor, covering 
approximately SO acres of water varying in depth from 35 feet to about 10 feet. 
This shoal is situated immediately adjacent to a new terminal constructed by 
local funds which has already cost nearly $8 million. This substantial invest- 
ment by local interests has been made in reliance upon the fact that since rivers 
and harbors improvements are functions of the Federal Government under the 
Rivers and Harbors Act, and have been universally undertaken by the Federal 
Government at Federal expense throughout the country for many years, that such 
practice would be followed in this case. 

Now that a favorable report has been completed by the United States Engineers 
and cleared by the Bureau of the Budget and other Federal and State agencies 
required by Government regulation, it is my earnest desire that this project be 
authorized by the Congress and that Government funds be made available at the 
earliest possible date to take care of this necessary dredging project. 

This terminal will be for the use of deep-draft vessels engaged in passenger 
and cargo service to Hawaii and other world points, and will generally handle 
world commerce in United States-flag vessels. The narrow channel in front of 
the terminal heretofore dredged at Federal expense is of insufficient width (200 
feet) to permit maneuvering of the class and size of vessels requiring the use of 
this facility, and consequently the terminal, when completed, will be of little 
value for the purpose for which it is constructed until the dredging project is 
accomplished. 

Huge ocean liners, such as the 8S. S. Lverline, 631 feet long, with 80-foot beam 
and approximately 30-foot draft, and large ships of the type of the S. S. Wash- 
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ington and S. S. America, require not less than 35 feet of water and sufficient 
room to maneuver and turn around alongside of the terminal. If other vessels 
are moored at the dock, the shoal area opposite the terminal must be completely 
removed, otherwise such vessels cannot be brought into or leave the facility. 

The terminal is one of the largest and most efficient of its kind ever constructed 
and will be of inestimable value from a national defense standpoint in time of 
war as a point of embarkation for military personnel, tanks, guns, airplanes, etc. 
It is strategically situated for such military use from the standpoint of acces- 
sibility to rail and truck transportation and is in a protected location in the 
inner harbor. 

Because the dredging project has been recommended by the Department of the 
Army and representatives of the Chief of Engineers are here to so testify, this 
work would, if not undertaken now, doubtless be completed at Government 
expense at some time in the future. Since the huge terminal is now nearing 
completion and cannot be utilized until this dredging work is done, it has become 
necessary for local interests to advance funds for dredging operations subsequent 
to the introduction of these bills in February of this year. In view of the fact 
that no Federal appropriation was immediately available and no omnibus bill 
appeared likely this year, it was necessary for local interests to advance funds 
and start work on this project subsequent to April 1, 1953, in order to have 
adequate access to the terminal by the time of its completion, July 11, 1953, and 
be reimbursed for immediate expense by the Federal Government at a later date. 
This work is now going forward in accordance with the requirements and recom- 
mendations of the Chief of Engineers. 

I would like to introduce representatives of the Los Angeles Harbor Com- 
mission, including the president of the board of harbor commissioners, the chief 
harbor engineer, the harbor attorney, the operating head of the Matson 
Navigation Co. of Southern California, the master of the flagship of the Matson 
fleet, steamship Lurline, one of the ships that will utilize the terminal, and 
other supporting witnesses. These gentlemen will touch upon the various phases 
of the subject for consideration of this committee and will illustrate the necessity 
for this request. 

I have the following resolutions and supporting statements for the informa- 
tion of this committee in favor of the project and would like to submit them 
at this time: 

1. A resolution of the Council of the City of Los Angeles. 

2. A resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles. 

3. Resolution of the Propeller Club, port of Los Angeles-Long Beach. 
Resolution of Pacific American Steamship Association. 

5. Resolution of Los Angeles Steamship Association. 

3. Letter of Maritime Administrator, United States Department of Commerce. 
Copy of letter addressed to Mr. Joseph M. Dodge, Director of the Budget, 
denek by 14 Congressmen of the southern California delegation. 

8. Letter of the president of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. 

9. Favorable report of the Department of the Army Chief of Engineers. 


~ 


> or 
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Mr. Perkins. May I hand the members of the committee a prepared 
statement, together with a copy of the report of the board of harbor 
commissioners, which is current, which contains in it some data that 
is pertinent to our discussion. The pages are marked in red and noted 
on the cover of this document. 

Senator Busn. Will you refer to these pages in your testimony ? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. I will. 

May I read my statement, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator Busu. If you please. 

Mr. Perxrns. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. My 
name is Constantine N. Perkins. I am a deputy city attorney for the 
city of Los Angeles and one of the attorneys for the board of harbor 
commissioners of that city, which board is the governing body of the 
port of Los Angeles, acting under and pursuant to the provisions of a 
freeholders’ charter adopted and approved by the laws of the State 
of California. Los Angeles Harbor is one of the main shipping ports 
of the United States and serves the third largest industrial area of 
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this country. It is the aim of the Los Angeles Board of Harbor 
Commissioners to maintain its position as the No. 1 harbor of the 
Pacific and to provide the finest wharves and docks for domestic and 
foreign shipping, as well as the best transit sheds and passenger 
terminals, for the promotion and accommodation of commerce and 
navigation, serving the rapidly growing population of the Pacific 
south west. 

The port of Los Angeles is a man-made harbor, having been carved 
out of what was prac tically an open roadstead 50 years ago. It now 
consists of some 7,000 acres of protected water and dock anchorage, 
28 miles of waterfront, and 150 miles of rail, plus a network of access 
highways, making it possible to handle the vast cargo tonnage and 
volume of merchant shipping now transiting the port. Los Angeles 
Harbor, together with its neighboring port of Long Beach, which 
really constitutes all one harbor, is the focal point where the goods 
and services of 6 million persons living and working in the immediate 
area receive the raw materials, goods, and services of 200 world ports, 
touched by the foreign and domestic merchant ships calling at this 
harbor. The 10 counties of southern California immediately tribu- 
tary to the port constitute 30 percent of the total population of the 
western United States. 

Senator Busy. What do you mean by “of the western United 
States”? That is a big statement there. 

Mr. Perkins. That is the States consisting of the Pacific seaboard 
and the immediate adjacent States. 

Senator Busu. To the Pacific seaboard States? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. 

Senator Busu. Excuse me for interrupting you. 

Mr. Perkins. As a representative of the city of Los Angeles, I 
speak briefly for a large segment of that population, to urge the 
adoption of the bill S. 1060 now under consideration by the Senate 
subcommittee, as well as the companion bills H. R. 3054 and H. R. 
3086 now pending before the Public Works Committee of the House. 

In order to meet the increasing requirements of steamship operators 
based on Los Angeles Harbor follow ing the termination of the last war, 
it became necessary for the board of harbor commissioners to embark 
upon a subst: intial construction program to provide new facilities and 
increased cargo and passenger accommodations to handle the volume 
of merchant shipping calling at the port. Realizing that the construc- 
tion of these much needed facilities would have to be done at local 
expense, the board of harbor commissioners set aside local funds. 
available for construction purposes, for the purpose of building the 
required facilities. However, the board, in reliance upon the estab- 
lished practice of the Federal Government in opening, widening, and 
maintaining harbors and channels for the accommodation of Ameri- 
can merchant shipping, made no provision in its budgeting for the 
dredging of water areas adjacent to certain marine terminals which it 
proposed to construct. Such a terminal is the passenger and cargo 
facilities at berths 195 to 198, east basin, Los Angeles Harbor, soon to 
be completed at a cost of approximately $8 million, to be assigned 
principally for use by the Matson Navigation Co. 

The current Annual Report of the Board of Harbor Commissioners, 
pages 36 and 37, shows the location of the terminal in the east basin, 
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inner harbor. It will be observed that this is a protected area shielded 
from the surge of the outer harbor by Terminal Island, and located on 
the mainland at the terminus of a network of rail lines and truck high- 
ways serving the terminal. It is located midway between two bridges, 
the Badger Avenue rail bridge and the adjacent highway bridge on the 
east, and the west basin railroad bridge on the west. 

This is the Badger Avenue bascule bridge that carries the railroad 
ine over to Terminal Island to serve all of the terminals, including the 
vavy yard and air base. 

Senator Bus. Where is the navy yard? 

Mr. Perxrns. In this area. The Los Angeles Naval Operating 
Base. That is the only bridge that serves the rail facilities to carry the 
freight and to transport equipment for the navy yard and air base, 
and all of the terminals on Terminal Island. 

Senator Busu. What is that airbase? 

Senator Kucnueu. The naval air station. 

Senator Busu. That is the naval air station? 

Mr. Perkins. Yes, sir. It is a part of the naval facility in this 
area known as the Los Angeles Naval Base at Long Beach. 

The other bridge that I speak of is the one on this side, which 
carries the main rail line from Los Angeles down and across the 
entrance to the west basin and down into the town of San Pedro, 
ind serving further Fort MacArthur and the outer harbor terminals 
in this area. 

Senator Busn. Are there docks all the way along that west bank 
of the channel from the mouth of the channel north ¢ 

Mr. Perkins. Yes. There are facilities in this whole area here, 
neluding slip 1, slip 5, and on the east side of the main channel, 

proceeding up to the area which we are now considering, which is 
the area in here. 

I will have the harbor engineer go into that more thoroughly shortly, 
sir. 

Senator Buss. All right, sir. 

Mr. Perkins. The Badger Avenue Bridge constitutes the only rail 
connection between the mainland and Terminal Island, where the 
Los Angeles Naval Base and the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is 
situated, together with a large number of steamship terminals, fish 
canneries, and other industrial enterprises. It is evidence that in time 
of war Terminal Island may be vulnerable to bombing attack or sabo- 
tage by reason of the narrow thread of rail service that exists from 
he mainland. If the Badger Avenue Bridge were neutralized, all 
of Terminal Island would be without rail service; likewise, if the west 
basin drawbridge were knocked out it might render the whole of 
the west basin useless by blocking the entrance from the turning 
basin and reducing rail service to the outer harbor and Fort Mac- 
\rthur. Such contingencies would seriously cripple the Todd Ship- 
yard, the Bethlehem Shipyard, and the naval shipyard, to say nothing 
of the naval base, airfield, and other industries on Terminal Island. 

The new terminal, however, being situated as it is, would not be 
affected by such interruption of rail service because it is so located 
that it can function independently of these bridges. The 1208-foot 
terminal, of clear span construction, 200 feet in width, with approxi- 
mately 48 acres of backland available for cargo handling operations, 
would make an ideal point of embarkation for use by the armed 
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services for handling troops, airplanes, tanks, and military supplies, 
in time of war. During the last. war much heavy military equipment 
was handled under extremely difficult conditions in narrow dockside 
spaces at this harbor. A bottleneck in maintaining a constant flow 
of such heavy cargo could well be eliminated by the use of this facility 
as a military terminal should the need arise. 

Further details concerning this facility are contained on pages 
12-44 of the Annual Report, copies of which have been provided the 
committee. 

The picture in the upper left-hand corner is the new structure that 
is being puilt for Matson. 

The committee may well inquire: Why should such a large con- 
struction project be undertaken without providing for the neces- 
sary dredging adjacent to it in order to accommodate deep-water 
vessels? The answer is that a channel 35 feet deep and 200 feet wide 
exists immediately adjacent to the dockside, which will accommodate 
vessels of smaller types, such as Liberty ships, but is not wide enough 
to provide a turning area for modern ships such as the Lurline class, 
illustrated on page 18 of the Report, which has an 80-foot beam and 
is 631 feet long. 

A glance at the map will show that such a vessel, being headed up- 
stream, would have difficulty in backing down the narrow channel! 
and could probably not negotiate it at all if she had to pase. abreast of 
other ships berthed at terminals on the north side of the East Basin. 
A core of approximately 80 acres of shallow water, shelving off from 
35 feet to approximately 10 feet in depth, immediately south of the 
new terminal, would prevent the ship from turning and heading 
downstream. Even with the assistance of tugs, such a vessel in nar- 
row quarters, encountering a wind, either on or off the dock, would 
soon be stranded or damage would result to ship and structures. 

Realizing this situation, and before the new terminal was con- 
structed, the Board of Harbor Commissioners applied, through chan- 
nels, to the Army engineers for Federal assistance in dredging the 
designated area, and has ever since pressed its application for the 
dredging of this East Basin core as a proper Federal harbor improve- 
ment project. It was not until a few months ago that the East Basin 
dredging project was approved by the Chief of Engineers, in the 
amount of $896,500 plus $5,000 annual maintenance expense, and trans- 
mitted to the Director of the Budget for consideration in connection 
with the President’s policy on the 1954 budget now undergoing re- 
vision. 

We have now been informed that the Bureau of the Budget cleared 
this report and it has gone back from the Bureau of the Budget to the 
Secretary of the Army for transmittal to the Congress with the clear- 
ance of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Since the demands of commerce and navigation required the con- 
struction of the terminal, the building of the facility went ahead at 
local expense without waiting for action of governmental agencies on 
the dredging project. As the time for completion of the terminal grew 
closer, it became apparent that some relief should be instituted by way 
of authorization bills in Congress, and that a portion of the dredging 
would have to be undertaken by local interests in order to make the 
terminal available for use by its completion date, July 11, 1953. For 
this reason the bills referred to, sponsored in the Senate by Senators 
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Knowland and Kuchel, of California, and in the House by Congress- 
men McDonough and King, were introduced. These bills were drafted 
in accordance with the precedent established in the 81st Congress, 
Public Law 516, approved May 17, 1950, with respect to a dredging 
project instituted at Lake Worth Inlet, Fla., by local interests in 
advance of congressional authorization. 

That bill contained the following proviso: 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work as they may have done upon this project, subse- 
quent to July 1, 1949, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and found to have been done in accordance with the project modifica- 
tion hereby adopted: Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the 
sum of $305,000; * * *. 

With this precedent to rely on, upon the introduction of the subject 

bills providing for reimbursement to— 
local interests for such work as may have been done upon this project subsequent 
to April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized: 
Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500— 
a contract was let and work commenced on the dredging of the area by 
local interests April 7, 1953, in order that the necessary turning area 
would be available for use by deep draft vessels at the time the terminal 
will be opened July 11, 1953. This dredging in now being undertaken 
in accordance with the requirements of the Army engineers, even 
though Federal funds are not yet available to pay the cost. 

Senator Busy. Who is doing the dredging work ? 

Mr. Perxrns. The City of Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commis- 
sioners let a contract to a private dredging firm to carry out a por- 
tion of the necessary dredging in order to give access to this new 
terminal and to make it available by the ist of July, when this terminal 
will be ready to open for business. 

Senator Busu. Do you know what private firm that was? 

Mr. Perkins. The Standard Dredging Co. 

Senator Busu. Is that a west coast company ? 

Colonel Mitne. Standard is on both east and west coasts. 

Mr. Perxrns. I think that is correct. 

It is our desire and expectation that, in accordance with the policy 
of harbor improvement established by the Federal Government over 
a period of many years and at an expenditure of many millions of 
dollars of Federal funds in Los Angeles Harbor, Congress will 
authorize the expenditure of the additional sum of less than a million 
dollars provided for in the bills, in order that this important project 
may go forward and local interests be reimbursed for expenditures 
necessarily made for harbor improvement purposes and for the accom- 
modation of navigation of American-flag vessels engaged in world 
commerce. 

I have brought with me from California a number of specialists 
in their respective fields, with prepared statements, who will present 
various phases of the subject for the consideration of the committee, 
and will be available to answer any questions that may arise. 

I have also to present for the consideration of the committee a 
communication of the National Federation of American Shipping, 
Inc., regarding this project. 

There are also a number of resolutions which Senator Kuchel wi!l 
present for the record, if I may offer this. 
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Senator Kucuen. May they all be placed in the record, Mr. Chair- 
man; to wit, a resolution of the city of Los Angeles; of the county 
of Los Angeles; the Propeller Club, port of Los Angeles-Long Beach ; 
of the Pacific American Steamship Association; of the Los Angeles 
Steamship Association; a letter from the United States Department 
of Commerce, signed by the Administrator of the Maritime Admin- 
istration; a letter from the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce; a 
letter from the National Federation of American Shipping; and a 
letter from the Office of the Chief of Engineers, all for filing? 

Senator Busu. Without objection, these statements will all be 
accepted and placed in the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


City or Los ANGELES 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the port of Los Angeles has constructed, at local expense, a new 
terminal at berths 195-198, East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, to 
be assigned to Matson Navigation Co. for use as a general passenger and 
freight terminal in American steamship service engaged in world commerce; 
and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended to 
date aproximately $8 million to insure that said facility will be one of the 
finest terminals of its kind ever constructed; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 48 acres of paved backland for parking and cargo handling pur- 
poses, will be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels, such as the Lurline, to use the ter- 
minal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers recommend- 
ing the widening of said East Basin Channel at Federal expense, by dredging 
a triangular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said 
terminal, at estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, 
is now in the hands of the Director of the Budget for analysis of the engineering 
and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the light of President 
Eisenhower’s policy with respect to the 1954 budget now in the process of 
revision; and 

Whereas, in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit 
the opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board 
has let a contract for a portion of the dredging at local expense, totaling ap- 
proximately $457,000; and 

Whereas three bills, now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States, have been introduced by 
Congressmen Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by 
Senators William F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 
3086, H. R. 3054, and S. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local 
interests for expenses undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project; and 

Whereas the Council of the City of Los Angeles is vitally interested in the 
improvement of the facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and 
deep water traffic in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor as a means of keeping 
pace with the increasing demands of the growing industry and population of 
the city of Los Angeles and surrounding areas: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this council that the Congress of the United 
States and the several committees who will be called upon to consider the bills 
aforesaid, together with the authors of said bills, and the Director of the Budget 
be memorialized to undertake at the earliest possible date the improvement of 
the East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, provided for in said bills, at 
United States Government expense, and that Federal funds be made available 
in the 1954 budget now undergoing revision, to provide moneys to reimburse 
local interests for sums expended, to carry on said project and to complete the 
same in accordance with said report of the Chief of Engineers; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Edward Martin, 
United States Senate, chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate; Hon. 
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Prescott S. Bush, United States Senate, chairman, Subcommittee on Flood 
Control, Rivers and Harbors, of the Senate; Hon. Styles Bridges, United States 
Senate, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the Senate; Hon. George A. 
Dondero, Member of Congress, chairman, Public Works Committee of the House 
of Representatives ; Hon. Homer D. Angell, Member of Congress, chairman, Sub 
committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House; Hon. John Taber, Member of 
Congress, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the House; and Hon. Glenn 
R. Davis, Member of Congress, chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Functions and 
Military Construction of the House. 
Presented by Councilman John 8. Gilbson, Jr. 
Seconded by Councilman L, E. Timberlake. 
I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Council o 
the City of Los Angeles at its meeting of May 11, 1953. 
WALTER C. PETERSON, 
City Clerk 
[SEAL ] By A. M. Morris, 
Assistant City Clerk. 


RESOLUTION OF PROPELLER CLUB, Port or Los ANGELES-LONG BEACH 


Whereas maintenance and improvement of the navigable channels in the Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors is of vital importance to this community and 
to the purposes of national defense; and 

Whereas the port of Los Angeles has constructed a new terminal at berths 
195-198, east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, for use as a general pas- 
senger and freight terminal in American steamship service engaged in world 
commerce ; and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended sub- 
stantial funds to insure that said facility will be one of the finest terminals of 
its kind ever constructed; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 48 acres of paved backland for parking and cargo-handling pur- 
poses, will be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels to use the terminal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers recommending 
the widening of said east basin channel at Federal expense, by dredging a tri- 
angular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said ter- 
minal, at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, 
is now in the hands of the Director of the Budget for analysis of the engineering 
and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the light of President 
Eisenhower's policy with respect to the 1954 budget now in the process of revi- 
sion; and 

Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit the 
opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board has let 
a contract for a portion of the dredging at local expense, totaling approximately 
$457,000 ; and 

Whereas three bills, now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States, have been introduced by 
Congressmen Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by Sena- 
tors William F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 3086, 
H. R. 3054, and 8. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local interests 
for expenses undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project; and 

Whereas the Propeller Club, Port of Los Angeles-Long Beach, is vitally inter- 
ested in improving the facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and 
deep-water traffic in Pacific coast ports in general and in Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor in particular: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States and the several committees 
who will be called upon to consider the bills aforesaid, together with the authors 
of said bills, and the Director of the Budget, be urged to undertake at the earliest 
possible date the improvement of the east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
provided for in said bills, at United States Government expense, and that Federal 
funds be made available in the 1954 budget now undergoing revision, to provide 
moneys to reimburse local interests for sums expended, to carry on said project, 
and to complete the same in accordance with said report of the Chief of Engi- 
neers; be it further 
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Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Edward Martin, 
United States Senator, chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate; Hon. 
Prescott S. Bush, United States Senator, chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Con- 
trol, Rivers, and Harbors of the Senate; Hon. Styles Bridges, United States Sena- 
tor, chairman Appropriations Committee of the Senate; Hon. George A. Dondero, 
Member of Congress, chairman, Public Works Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives ; Hon. Homer D. Angell, Member of Congress, chairman, Subcommittee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House; Hon. John Taber, Member of Congress, 
chairman, Appropriations Committee of the House; and Hon. Glenn R. Davis, 
Member of Congress, chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Functions and Military 
Construction of the House. 


RESOLUTION OF PACIFIC AMERICAN STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the Port of Los Angeles has constructed, at local expense, a new 
terminal at berths 195-198, east basin, Los Angeles Long Beach Harbor, to be 
assigned to Matson Navigation Co, for use as general passenger and freight 
terminal in Pacific American steamship service; and. 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended to 
date approximately $8 million to insure that said facilitiy will be one of the 
finest terminals of its kind ever constructed; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, to- 
gether with 43 acres of backland for parking and cargo-handling purposes will 
be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels, such as the 8S. S. Lurline, to use the 
terminal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers, recommending 
the widening of said east basin channel at Federal expense by dredging a tri- 
angular area of water, approximately 80 acres, immediately south of said 
terminal at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense, 
is now in the hands of Mr. Joseph M. Dodge, Director of the Budget, for analysis 
of engineering and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the 
light of President Eisenhower’s policy with respect to the 1954 budget, now in 
process of revision; and 

Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit the 
pening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board has 
let a contract for a portion of the dredging, at local expense, total approximately 
$457,000; and 

Whereas three bills now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate, have been introduced by Congressmen Gordon 
L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by Senators William F. Know- 
land and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 3086, H. R. 3054, and 8. 
1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local interests for the expense 
undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project ; and 

Whereas the Pacific American Steamship Association is vitally interested in 
improved facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and deep-water 
traffic in Pacific coast ports in general, and in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor 
in particular: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this association that the Congress of the 
United States and the several committees, who will be called upon to consider 
the bills aforesaid, together with the authors of said bills and the Director of 
the Budget, be memorialized to undertake at the earliest possible date the im- 
provement of the east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, provided for in 
said bills, at United States Government expense and that Federal funds be made 
available in the 1954 budget now undergoing revision to provide moneys to re- 
imburse local interests for the sums expended to carry on said project and to 
complete the same in accordance with said report of the Chief of Army Engineers ; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Hon. Joseph 
M. Dodge, Director of the Budget; Hon. William F. Knowland, United States 
Senate: Hon. Thomas H. Kuchel, United States Senate; Hon. Edward Martin, 
United States Senate; Hon. Gordon L. McDonough, Member of Congress; Hon. 
Cecil R. King, Member of Congress; Hon. Glenn R. Davis, Member of Congress ; 
Hon. George A. Dondero, Member of Congress; and Hon. Homer D. Angell, Mem- 
ber of Congress. 
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This is to certify that the above is a true and correct copy of the official resolu- 
tion unanimously adopted by the board of directors of the Pacific American 
Steamship Association in meeting, May 5, 1953. 

[srar.] R. E. Mayer, President. 

HENRIETTA T. SMITH, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


RESOLUTION OF Los ANGELES STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the Port of Los Angeles has constructed, at local expense, a new 
terminal at Berths 195-198, East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, for use 
as a general passenger and freight terminal in American steamship service en- 
gaged in world commerce; and 

Whereas the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has expended to 
date approximately $8 million to insure that said facility will be one of the finest 
terminals of its kind ever constructed; and 

Whereas the wharf and clear span transit shed, over 1,200 feet in length, 
together with 43 acres of paved backland for parking and cargo handling pur- 
poses, will be completed and ready for operation on July 11, 1953; and 

Whereas, the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep draft vessels to use the terminal; and 

Whereas an approved report by the Chief of Army Engineers recommending 
the widening of said East Basin Channel at Federal expense, by dredging a 
triangular area of wter, approximately SO acres, immediately south of said 
terminal, at an estimated cost of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance ex- 
pense, is now in the hands of the Director of the Budget for analysis of the engi- 
neering and economic aspects of the recommended improvement in the light of 
President Eisenhower’s policy with respect to the 1954 budget now in the process 
of revision; and 

Whereas, in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit 
the opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Los Angeles Harbor Board 
has let a contract for a portion of the dredging at local expense, totaling approxi- 
mately $457,000; and 

Whereas three bills, now pending consideration by the Committees on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States, have been introduced by 
Congressman Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, respectively, and by 
Senators F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, being bills H. R. 3086, 
H. R. 3054, and S. 1060, which bills provide for reimbursement to local interests 
for expenses undertaken in furtherance of said dredging project; and 

Whereas Los Angeles Steamship Association is vitally interested in improving 
the facilities for handling foreign and offshore commerce and deep water traffic 
in Pacific Coast ports in general and in Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor in par- 
ticular; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of this Association that the Congress of the 
United States and the several committees who will be called upon to consider 
the bills aforesaid, together with the authors of said bills, and the Director of 
the Budget, be memorialized to undertake at the earliest possible date the im- 
provement of the East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, provided for in 
said bills, at United States Government expense, and that Federal funds be made 
available in the 1954 budget now undergoing revision, to provide moneys to 
reimburse local interests for sums expended, to carry on said project and to 
complete the same in accordance with said report of the Chief of Engineers; 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Edward Martin, 
chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate; Hon. Prescott 8. Bush, chair- 
man, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers, and Harbors, of the Senate: Hon. 
Styles Bridges, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the Senate; Hon. George 
A. Dondero, chairman, Public Works Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives: Hon. Homer D. Angell, chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors 
of the House; Hon. John Taber, chairman, Appropriations Committee of the 
House ; and Hon. Glenn R. Davis, chairman, Subcommittee on Civil Functions and 
Military Construction of the House. 

Los ANGELES STEAMSHIP ASSOCIATION, 
Grorce H. BUSHNELL, President. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 10, 1953. 
Mr. C. N. PERKINS, 
Deputy City Attorney, 
P. O. Box 151, San Pedro, Calif. 

Dear Mr. PERKINS: This will acknowledge your letter of March 25, 1953, re- 
garding the possibility of the Maritime Administration conducting an investiga- 
tion, under section 8 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 (46 U. 8. C. 867), witha 
view to supporting the dredging project of East Basin, Los Angeles—Long Beach 
Harbor as proposed under House Resolution 3054, 83d Congress, 1st Session. 

In consideration of your request, the findings and recommendations on the 
subject matter, as contained in the reports of the Chief of Engineers, Department 
of the Army, and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, have been 
carefully reviewed. In view of the coverage and favorable recommendations of 
the Department of the Army, it is our opinion that no real benefit would be served 
by the Maritime Administration undertaking a study of the project at this time. 

Information available to us through the reports of the Chief of Engineers and 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors indicates that substantial bene- 
fits could be achieved by the proposed dredging improvement of East Basin as it 
relates to the nearly completed modern terminal adjacent thereto. In the matter 
of faster turnaround and obtaining fullest utilization of designed draft, the larger 
and faster cargo ships being built today require channels and turning basins de- 
signed for their accommodation. Efficient utilization of ships depends upon a 
maximum time spent at sea and a minimum time in port. Therefore, if channel 
and terminal improvements are not kept abreast of technological advances in 
ship design, apparent gains through increased speeds at sea are partially or 
wholly nullified by time spent in port. 

Favorable consideration by the Congress of House bill 3054, or other similar 
channel improvement legislation, directly benefits the merchant marine in faster 
turnaround of ships, full utilization of designed draft, and availability of maxi- 
mum terminal capacity in periods of full emergency. 

I offer the above comments indicating the general support of the Maritime Ad- 
ministration for port improvements of the above nature, and make known our 
interest in the dredging improvements of East Basin, Los Angeles—Long Beach 
Harbor. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. Gatov, Maritime Administrator. 


Marcu 2, 1953. 
The Honorable JosepH M. DopncE 
Director of the Budget, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Dover: Reference is made to H. R. 3086, H. R. 3054 and 8. 1060, 
companion bills in the House and Senate reeently introduced by Congressman 
McDonough and King and Senators Knowland and Kuchel, respectively, of Cali- 
fornia. These bills have for their purpose the authorization of a dredging im- 
provement of east basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, California, in accord- 
ance with the approved report of the Chief of Engineers now in progress of 
transmittal through channels to your office. The estimated cost of the improve- 
ment is $896,500. The bills also provide that the Secretary of the Army is author- 
ized to reimburse local interests for such work as may have been done upon this 
project subsequent to April 1, 1953, insofar as tHe same shall be approved by 
the Chief of Engineers and done in accordance with the project authorized. 

An emergency exists requiring the inclusion of the item mentioned above by 
supplement to the general budget heretofore reported to the Congress for the 
following reasons: The Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners has by ap- 
plication filed nearly 3 years ago sought to obtain the approval of the Chief of 
Engineers for the dredging of a shoal area in the east basin of Los Angeles Harbor 
covering approximately 80 acres of water varying in depth from 35 feet to about 
10 feet. This shoal is situated immediately adjacent to a new terminal constructed 
by local funds which has already cost nearly $8 million and by its completion 
date, July 1, 1953, will represent an expenditure of approximately $10 million. 
This substantial investment by local interests has been made in reliance upon 
the fact that since rivers and harbors improvements have generally been under- 
taken by the Government in the past that such practice would likely be followed 
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in the future. Now that a favorable report has been completed, it is our earnest 
desire that Government funds be made available at the earliest possible date to 
take care of this necessary dredging. 

This terminal will be for use of deep draft vessels engaged in passenger and 
cargo service to Hawaii and other Pacific points, and will generally handle world 
commerce in United States flag vessels. The narrow channel in front of the 
terminal is of insufficient width to permit maneuvering of the class of vessels 
requiring the use of this facility and consequently the terminal when completed 
will be of little value for the purpose for which it is constructed until the dredging 
project is accomplished. Huge ocean liners such as the Lurline, 631 feet long with 
90-foot beam and approximately 30-foot draft, require not less than 35 feet of 
water for sufficient room to maneuver and turn around alongside the terminal. 
if other vessels are moored at the dock and winds exist requiring tugs to assist 

manenvering such vessels, the shoal area must be removed otherwise such 
essels cannot be brought in or leave. 

The terminal is one of the finest of its kind ever constructed and will be of 
nestimable value from a national defense standpoint in time of war as a point 
of embarkation for military personnel, tanks, guns, airplanes, ete. It is strategi- 
cally situated for such use from the standpoint of accessibility to rail and truck 
transportation and is in a protected location in the inner harbor. 

Because the dredging project has been recommended by the Department of 
the Army, it will doubtless be completed at Government expense at sometime in 
the future. Since the huge terminal is now bearing completion and will not be 
able to be fully utilized until the dredging is completed, it is submitted that the 
dredging project should be undertaken at the earliest practicable date. Due to 
the fact that the report of the Chief of Engineers did not clear all governmental 
requirements until] after the budget was prepared and forwarded to the Congress, 
it is our earnest desire that a supplement to the present budget by the addition 
of this item be made in order that it may be considered by the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees in hearings on the budget soon to be undertaken. 
Since Government funds are not immediately available and no omnibus bill ap- 
pears likely this year, it may be necessary for local interests to start work on the 
project in order to have some minimum access to the terminal by the time of its 
completion and be reimbursed later. 

In order to show the universal interest of the Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives from the Los Angeles area, the undersigned Congressmen from those 
districts within the general area have added their signatures to this letter. Some 
of these Representatives will doubtless call upon you and explain more fully the 
necessity for and urgency of this request. 

Very sincerely yours, 

Joseph F. Holt, M. C., 22d District, California; Clyde Doyle, M. C., 23d 
District, California ; Norris Poulson, M. C., 24th District, Califor- 
nia; Patrick J. Hillings, M. C., 25th District, California; Samuel 
W. Yorty, M. C., 26th District, California; James B. Utt, M. C., 
28th District, California ; Harry R. Sheppard, M. C., 27th District, 
California ; Gordon L. McDonough, M. C., 15th District, California ; 
Donald L. Jackson, M. C., 16th District, California ; Cecil R. King, 
M. C., 17th District, California ; Craig Hosmer, M. C., 18th District, 
California; Chet Holifield, M. C., 19th District, California: Carl 
Hinshaw, M. C., 20th District, California; Edgar W. Hiestand, 
M. C., 21st District, California. 


NATIONAL FEDERATION OF AMERICAN SHIPPING, INC., 
Washington 6, D. C., May 19, 1958. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Martin: The National Federation of American Shipping, Inc., 
an organization representing a majority of American-flag, deepwater shipping, 
wishes to express its support of S. 1060, a bill authorizing a dredging improve- 
ment of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif. 

The proposed project is necessary to make possible the full utilization of the 
new $8 million terminal scheduled for completion on July 1, 1953. This new 
terminal built by local funds, will be used by deep-draft vessels engaged in 
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passenger and cargo services to Hawaii and other Pacific points. The present 
narrow channel in front of the terminal is of insufficient width to permit maneu- 
vering of the class of vessels requiring its use. 
Very truly yours, 
Frazer A, BAILEY, 


Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
May 15, 1958. 
Che Honorable EpWARD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee of the Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MARTIN: In connection with the scheduled hearings of your 
committee on S. 1060, the board of directors of the Los Angeles Chamber of 
Commerce wish to submit their endorsement of this legislation. The bill would 
authorize the dredging of the East Basin channel of the port of Los Angeles- 
Long Beach, as recommended by the United States Army Corps of Engineers and 
would reimburse the Los Angeles Harbor department for money already ex- 
pended on the project. 

The Los Angeles Harbor department has expended approximately $8 million 

the construction of a modern passenger and freight terminal, to be assigned 

e Matson Navigation Co. The terminal is scheduled for opening July 11, 
Before the terminal can accommodate the larger draft vessels, however, 

» dredging approved by the United States engineers must be accomplished. 

The legislation under consideration is necessitated due to the fact that the 
United States engineers approval for this project was not received in time to be 

uded in the current budget. The harbor department and the people of Los 

izeles are very desirous of inaugurating this new terminal as scheduled in 

| is year, and this effort is being made to get Federal approval for this 

at this time. The reimbursement to the harbor department is required 

ause they have advanced funds in order that the dredging operations will be 
npleted in time for the opening date. 

As you may know, the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce has supported the 
principal of curtailment of all unnecessary Government expenditures. We do 
not view this legislation as a violation of that principal since these harbor ex- 
pensese are customarily undertaken by the Federal Government under the author- 
ity of the Rivers and Harbors Act. It is our contention that this is a normal 
and legitimate expenditure of these Federal funds and this legislation is only 
an effort to epedite the budgeting for this project. 

In light of the obvious validity of the proposal contained in this Senate bill, 
we sincerely trust and urge that your report it favorably out of your committee 
and assist in securing approval by the Congress. 

Respectfully, 


R. M. HaGen, President. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Subject : Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif. 
To: The Secretary of the Army. 

1. I submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in response to resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Representatives, adopted February 1, 1946, 
requesting the Board to review the reports on Los Angeles Harbor, Calif., con- 
tained in House Document No. 896, 63d Congress, 2d session, with a view to 
determining if it is advisable at this time to improve Bixby Slough and Dominguez 
Del Amo for the purpose of providing an inner harbor closer to the city of Los 
Angeles; and also a resolution of the Committee on Public Works of the House 
of Representatives, adopted February 17, 1950, requesting the Board to review 
the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., submitted in House Docu- 
ment No. 843, 76th Congress, 3d session, and prior reports, with a view to 
determining whether further harbor and channel improvements in the East Basin 
area, Los Angeles, are advisable at this time. 
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2 After full consideration of the report secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board recommends modification of the existing project for Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet over 
an area of about 80 acres in East Basin, generally in accordance with the plan 
of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion 
of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United 
States of $896.500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance in addi- 
tion to that now required; provided that local interests agree to; (a) furnish 
without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable 
spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when and as 
required ; (b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to construc- 
tion and maintenance of the improvements: (¢c) provide and maintain at local 
expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
terms; (d) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States alterations 
required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities; and (f) 
remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in East Basin ; and provided 
further that special anchorage area A-—4 be disestablished prior to improvement 
of East Basin 

3. After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board. 
Lewis A. Pick, 
Lieutenant General, 

Chief of Engineers. 


Corps oF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
Boarp oF ENGINEERS FoR Rivers AND HARBORS, 
Washington, D. C., October 1, 1952. 
S27 (Los Angeles,-Long Beach Harbor, Calif.) 
Subject: Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, California. 
To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 

1. This report is submitted in response to the following resolutions adopted 
February 1, 1946 and February 17, 1950, respectively : 

Resolved by the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors 
be, and is hereby, requested to review the reports on Los Angeles Harbor, Calif., 
contained in House Document No. 896, Sixty-third Congress, second session, 
with a view to determining if it is advisable at this time to improve Bixby 
Slough and Dominguez Del Amo for the purpose of providing an inner harbor 
closer to the city of Los Angeles. 

Resolved by the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States, That the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors be, and is 
hereby, requested to review the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
Calif., submitted in ‘House Document No. 843, Seventy-sixth Congress, third 
session, and prior reports, with a view to determining whether further harbor 
and channel improvements in the East Basin area, Los Angeles, are advisable 
at this time. 

2. Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors are on San Pedro Bay on the coast 
of southern California. They consist of two outer harbors protected by break- 
waters, and two inner harbors which are joined at their upper ends by a 
navigation channel. East and West Basins are respective arms of inner Los 
Angeles Harbor. Bixby Slough and Laguna Dominguez, also known as Dominguez 
Del Amo, are natural bodies of fresh water located 1 and 5 miles, respectively, 
north of Los Angeles Harbor. The mean range of tide in the outer and inner 
harbors is 3.8 feet and the extreme range about 10.1 feet. A railroad bascule 
bridge with a horizontal clearance of 148.5 feet crosses the entrance to West Ba- 
sin. The businesse center of the city of Los Angeles is about 23 miles north of the 
general harbor area and the business center of the city of Long Beach is about 
1 mile east of Long Beach Harbor. 

3. The existing Federal project for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, 
completed in 1949, provides for the San Pedro breakwater extending 11,152 
feet from Point Fermin; a detached middle breakwater 18,500 feet long, a 
detached outer Long Beach breakwater 13,350 feet long; maintenance of original 
Long Beach inner breakwater now an integral part of pier A extended; Los 
Angeles outer harbor entrance channel, 40 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide, with 
a turning basin of the same depth opposite the end of pier 1; enlargement of 
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the entrance to Los Angeles inner harbor by dredging to a depth of 35 feet a 
triangular area at the junction of the turning basin and entrance channel; 
anchorage areas, 40 feet deep, adjacent to Los Angeles Harbor entrance channel ; 
Los Angeles inner harbor channel, 35 feet deep and 1,000 feet wide, with a turn- 
ing basin at the upper end, 35 feet deep; East Basin channel, 35 feet deep and 
650 feet wide, and Cerritos Channel, 35 feet deep and 400 feet wide; Long Beach 
inner harbor entrance channel, 35 feet deep and 300 to 500 feet wide, with a 
turning basin 35 feet deep at its upper end; a settling basin at the mouth of Los 
Angeles River diversion channel and deposition of dredged material on adjacent 
beaches; a silt-diversion channel for protection of Los Angeles and Long Beach 
Harbors ; and maintenance of the entire project except the silt-diversion channel. 
Costs to the United States for the existing project to June 30, 1950 were $30- 
347,635 for new work and $2,642,011 for maintenance. Local public interests, 
in addition to providing required local cooperation in connection with the Federal 
projects, have expended approximately $75,000,000 for dredging of channels 
ind slips and construction of jetties, bulkheads, and other harbor facilities. 

4. The area generally tributary to Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors 
comprises about 398,000 square miles in southern California, Arizona, and por- 
tions of Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah. The area considered as 
immediately tributary comprises 4,866 square miles in Los Angeles and Orange 
Counties, Calif., with a population of 4,339,225 in 1950. Principal activities in 
the region are petroleum production and refining, motion picture production, 
manufacturing, farming, mining, and fishing. Rail, highway, and air transporta- 
tion facilities serve the region. Modern deep-draft terminals have been pro- 
vided in Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors. Water-borne commerce for 
the combined Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors during the period 1925 
through 1949, about 75 percent of which was petroleum and petroleum products, 
varied from a high of 32,252,069 tons in 1930 to a low of 15,498,199 tons in 
1942, excluding unreported tonnage in war supplies during the period. During 
1949, water-borne commerce amounted to 20,820,071 tons of which 15,674,286 
tons were handled at Los Angeles Harbor and 5,145,785 tons at Long Beach 
Harbor. Vessel traffic during 1949 consisted of 16,215 trips in Los Angeles 
Harbor by vessels with drafts up to 34 feet, and 39,262 trips in Long Beach 
Harbor by vessels with drafts up to 33 feet. 

5. Local interests request the dredging of east basin to a depth of 35 feet in- 
cluding the Consolidated Lumber Co. slip which leads off east basin; dredging 
of West Basin to a depth of 35 feet including a center shoal area; removal of 
the railroad bridge over the entrance to west basin; and construction of a ship 
eanal 35 feet deep, extending inland from West Basin about 5 miles through 
Bixby Slough to Laguna Dominguez with a turning basin at the latter point. 
Local interests point out that improvement of East Basin is necessary to provide 
for expansion of terminal facilities in Los Angeles Harbor and that dredging of 
the Consolidated slip would eliminate vessel delays. Construction is now in 
progress to provide deep-draft passenger and freight terminals on the north- 
west side of East Basin. Local interests state that inadequate depths in West 
Basin cause vessel groundings and delays and that the center shoal area is a 
hazard to navigation. In support of the ship canal to Laguna Dominguez it is 
claimed that the cost of commercial waterfront sites is becoming prohibitive 
and that a sea-level navigation canal would eliminate the necessity for flood 
control and drainage improvements in that area. Objections were raised to the 
ship canal on the basis that it might cause salt-water intrusion into the fresh 
water supply and its construction in proximity to the Union Oil Co. refinery 
would entail expensive plant relocation. Local interests are willing to meet the 
conditions of local cooperation for East and West Basins including construction 
of terminal facilities. However, construction of additional terminal facilities 
in West Basin is contingent upon removal of the bridges across West Basin 
entrance. 

6. The district engineer finds that improvement of East and West Basins is 
necessary to permit unrestricted use of existing and proposed modern terminal 
facilities but that construction of a ship canal between West Basin and Laguna 
Dominguez is not justified at this time. His plan for improvement of East Basin 
provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet a generally triangular area of ap- 
proximately 80 acres on the north side of Cerritos Channel, including special 
anchorage area A—4 but excluding the Consolidated slip which the district en- 
gineer points out is neither a through channel or a turning basin and services 
only a limited number of private operators. His plan for improvement of West 
Basin provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet an irregular area of approxi- 
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mately 105 acres including the entrance channel and the center shoal. The dis- 
trict engineer estimates the Federal first cost for East Basin at $896,500 for 
dredging and $3,500 for aids to navigation and for West Basin at $1,125,000 for 
dredging and $6,000 for aids to navigation. The non-Federal first cost for Bast 
Basin is estimated at $806,000 consisting of $156,000 for extension of an outfall 
sewer on Terminal Island and $150,000 for removal of small-craft moorings. The 
non-Federal first cost for West Basin is estimated at $226,000 consisting of 


$156,000 for the outfall sewer extension on Terminal Island, applicable only if 
East Basin is not dredged, and $70,000 for cable relocations. All costs are based 
on 1950 prices Annual carrying charges for improvement of East Basin are 


estimated at $46,400 composed of $40,000, Federal, and $6,400, non-Federal: and 
for West Basin at $47,909 composed of $44,900, Federal, and $3,000, non-Federal. 
The district engineer estimates the annual benefits from improvement of East 
Basin at $101,400, of which $48,400 is from reduction in vessel delays and $53,000 
is from reduction in towage and piloting charges. He estimates the annual 
benefits from improvement of West Basin at $58,600 due to reduction in ves- 
sel delays. The benefit-cost ratios for East and West Basins are 2.2 and 1.2 
respectively. The district engineers states that removal of the bascule bridge 
across the entrance to West Basin is being made the subject of a separate in- 
vestigation under existing law. The district engineer recommends modification 
of the existing project to provide for improvement of East and West Basins in 
accordance with his described plans, provided local interests furnish without 
cost to the United States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for 
construction and maintenance of improvements, for dredging, and for disposal 
of dredged material ; hold and save the United States free from damages arising 
out of construction or operation of the works; provide and maintain at local 
expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
terms; accomplish without expense to the United States alterations required in 
sewer, Water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities as well as their mainte- 
nance: dredge slip Y in West Basin; and remove and relocate existing small- 
boat facilities in East Basin. He further recommends that special anchorage 
A—4, located within the triangular area to be dredged, be disestablished before 
improvement of Fast Basin is undertaken; that no improvement of West Basin 
be undertaken until removal of the bridge across the entrance; and that im- 
provement of East Basin be undertaken before improvement of West Basin. 
The division engineer concurs. 

7. Local interests were informed of the recommendations of the reporting 
officers. They also were notified that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, from the information presented, was not convinced of the advisability 
of the United States undertaking the improvement of west basin at this time 
since ample space exists along east basin to take care of expansion of harbor 
facilities required in the foreseeable future. Local interests were invited to 
submit additional information to the Board. Careful consideration has been 
given to the communications received. 


VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS 
AND HARBORS 


&. The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in the views of 
the reporting officers that improvement of east basin, Los Angeles Harbor, is 
warranted and that construction of a ship canal from west basin to Laguna 
Dominguez is not advisable at this time. Prospective benefits from improvement 
of east basin are sufficient to justify the estimated expenditure required. Ample 
space exists along east basin to take care of expansion of harbor facilities re- 
quired in the foreseeable future. Under these conditions, authorization for 
improvement of west basin should be postponed until after full development of 
terminal facilities along east basin has been assured and the need for additional 
facilities in west basin established. Furthermore, since additional terminal 
facilities in west basin will not be necessary for some time to come, annual bene- 
fits of $22,610 attributable to new traffic expected as a result of construction of 
terminal facilities at slip Y on west basin will not materialize. Annual benefits 
from imnrovement of west basin that remain after deducting the $22,610 amount 
to only $35,990, and the resulting benefit-cost ratio is 0.75. 

9. The Board accordingly recommends modification of the existing project for 
Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet 
ever an area of about 80 acres in east basin, generally in accordance with the 
plan of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the dis- 
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cretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the 
United States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance 
in addition to that now required ; provided that local interests agree to: (a) Fur 
nish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when 
and as required; (b) hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to construction and maintenance of the improvement; (¢) provide and maintain 
at local expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on 
equal terms; (d@) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States 
alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facili- 
ties; and (f) remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in east basin ; 
and provided further, that special anchorage area A-—4 be disestablished prior 
to improvement of east basin. 

For the Board: 

G. J. Nop, 
Vajor General, Chairman, 
Enclosures returned, no change. 


CouNTty oF LOS ANGELES, 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
Los Angeles 12, May 12, 1953. 
The board met in regular session. 
Present: Supervisors John Anson Ford (chairman) presiding; Herbert C. 
Legg; Kenneth Hahn; Burton W. Chace; and Roger W. Jessup; and Harold J. 
Ostly, clerk; by Ray E. Lee, deputy clerk. 


* * . * * * * 


201. IN Re WIDENING or East BAstn CHANNEL, Los ANGELES HARBOR: RESO- 
LUTION URGING FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO MAKE FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR THE 
PrRoJECT IN Its 1954 BupGer 


On motion of Supervisor Chace, unanimously carried, it is ordered that the 
following resolution be and the same is hereby adopted : 

“Whereas the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the city of Los Angeles has 
constructed a terminal at Berths 195-198, East Basin, Los Angeles Harbor, to 
be assigned to the Matson Navigation Co. for use as a general passenger and 
freight terminal, and has expended to date approximately $8 million on the 
project ; and 

“Whereas the 35-foot channel facing the wharf requires widening in order to 
permit the operation of deep-draft vessels such as the Lurline to use the terminal, 
and the Chief of Army Engineers has submitted a report recommending the 
widening of said East Basin Channel at Federal expense at an estimated cost 
of $896,500 and $5,000 annual maintenance expense; and 

“Whereas in order to insure the completion of sufficient dredging to permit the 
opening of said terminal on July 11, 1953, the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
of the city of Los Angeles has let a contract for a portion of the dredging at 
local expense, totaling approximately $457,000; and 

“Whereas three bills now pending consideration by the Committee on Public 
Works of the House and Senate of the United States have been introduced by 
Congressmen Gordon L. McDonough and Cecil R. King, and by Senators William 
F. Knowland and Thomas H. Kuchel, jointly, which bills provide for reimburse- 
ment to local interests for expenses undertaken in furtherance of the said dredg- 
ing project: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the Federal Government be and it is hereby urged to make 
available in its 1954 budget now under revision; necessary funds to reimburse 
local interests for sums expended on the project and to carry on and complete 
the same in accordance with the said report of the Chief of Army Engineers.” 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolu- 
tion which was adopted by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los 
Angeles, State of California, on May 12, 1953, and entered in the minutes of said 
board. 

[SEAL] Haroup J. Ostiy, 

County Clerk of the County of Los Angeles, State of California, and 
Ra Ofiicio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of said County. 
By Ray E. LEE, 

Deputy Clerk 
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(A supplemental statement by Mr. Perkins is as follows :) 


Los ANGELES, CALIP., May 26, 19538. 
Hon. Epwarp MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Transmitted herewith is a brief or supplemental 
statement, with copies to the members of the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, 
which the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners would appreciate being 
considered before the bills under consideration by the Committee on Public 
Works are reported out. 

For ready reference, we have summarized the points covered in the brief as 
follows: 


1. Answers the objections raised on reimbursement provisions. 
2. Concurs with Army engineers’ suggestion that priority projects should come 
first. 
Covers precedent for reimbursement established in Florida case. 
Agrees to wait for reimbursement provided legislative coverage is assured. 
Stresses the emergency need for new terminal facility. 
6. Points out that 4 years have elapsed since application for Federal funds was 
made, 
7. Recites delays in processing of application for Federal funds. 
8. Shows that Federal participation in entire project is only about 10 percent 
of total cost. 
9. Indicates why terminal was built before dredging was authorized. 
10. Traces the long history of the Army engineers’ report. 
11. Shows why rising costs required that construction be expedited. 
12. Details recent conferences with Budget Bureau and other agencies. 
13. Points out why harbor board was obliged to start dredging forthwith. 
14. Follows Chief of Engineers’ inspection and requirements. 
15. Answers questions of policy re preferential treatment and reimbursement. 
16. Points out that economy does not mean cutting out all public-work projects. 
17. Shows the small amount involved in relation to national benefits. 
18. Denies that precedent will open the door to abuse because Congress can 
always withhold authorization on the merits. 


On 


It will be greatly appreciated if this supplementary statement is read and 
considered in its entirety and be made a part of the record in this case. 
Respectfully, 
30ARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, City or Los ANGELES, 
By C. N. Perkins, Attorney. 


Brier oF Los ANGELES BoArp oF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS IN SUPPORT OF 
AUTHORIZATION BILts S. 1060, H. R. 3054, ann H. R. 3086 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, since the hearings on the 
identical bills to authorize the improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long 
Beach Harbor, Calif., in the Senate subcommittee on May 20, and in the House 
subcommittee on May 22, 1953. it has been deemed advisable by your applicant, 
Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners, to submit additional information 
not set forth in the prepared statements of the witnesses filed at the hearings, 
in order to meet any possible objections that may be raised by the Bureau of 
the Budget or other governmental agencies, which were not represented before 
your honorable body. No objections were anticipated by this applicant at the 
time of the hearings. We therefore beg leave to file this supplemental statement 
and ask that the following facts be given consideration by the Committee on 
Public Works of the Senate and the House, before a report is made on the bills 
with respect to such action as the Committees of the Whole may recommend to 
Congress on the proposed legislation. 

The Chief of Engineers, through his representative, has suggested certain 
minor changes in the form of the bills, to which applicant has no objections, 
and he has concurred in and recommended to the Congress the adoption of the 
proviso: “That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse local 
interests for such work as may have been done upon this project subsequent to 
April 1, 1953, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project hereby authorized: 
Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of $896,500.” 
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The only comment of the Corps of Engineers relative to the reimbursement 
provision was to the effect that the Department of the Army did not desire to 
be required to apply funds allocated to river and harbor works, to the instant 
project while other projects of higher priority remained unserviced. No objec- 
tion was offered to local interests on this particular project being reimbursed 
for any necessary expenditures they may have been put to after the date men- 
tioned for commencing and carrying forward this urgent undertaking as pro- 
posed and planned by the Chief of Engineers and as covered in his report of 
January 23, 1953. 

As elsewhere pointed out, the precedent has been established in at least one 
similar recent case which was enacted into law covering work done by local 
interests and thereafter reimbursed by the Federal Government, under Public 
Law 516, Slst Congress, approved May 17, 1950, for the improvement of Lake 
Worth Inlet. Fla., House Document No. 704, 80th Congress, which contains prac- 
tically the identical language that the sponsors of the instant proposed legisla- 
tion have used here, to wit: 

“Provided, That the Secretary of the Army is hereby authorized to reimburse 
local interests for such work as they may have done upon this project, subsequent 
to July 1, 1949, insofar as the same shall be approved by the Chief of Engineers 
and found to have been done in accordance with the project modification hereby 
adopted: Provided further, That such payment shall not exceed the sum of 
$305,000.” 

Applicant is willing to wait a reasonable and necessary length of time for 
reimbursement so long as we are assured of coverage for such expenditures 
necessarily incurred to carry out the proposed work of the modified project. It 
would appear that if any insurmountable objection existed on the part of gov- 
ernmental agencies to the reimbursemént provision it would have been raised in 
the Florida case and not in the instant case. Both local and Federal agencies 
realized that an emergency existed at the port of Los Angeles requiring summary 
action on the part of those public officials charged with the duty of providing 
necessary harbor improvements for the use and accommodation of commerce and 
navigation of United States-flag vessels engaged in world trade. That the public 
interest and necessity as well as national defense required the immediate ac- 
tion taken by local interests in starting this urgently needed channel dredging 
project so as to make immediately available, in the national interest, an $8 
million shipping facility. 

After the war years of 1948-47, it became necessary to convert to peacetime 
econoiiy in harbors as well as many other enterprises throughout this country. 
Changing conditions required new and more adequate cargo and passenger fa- 
cilities and deeper and wider channels to handle larger and more modern mer- 
chant vesesis using the docks and transit sheds owned, built and maintained 
by public funds at the port of Los Angeles. The port authorities foresaw these 
requirements long before they came to Congress for the reasonable and urgently 
needed assistance which they now seek and accordingly initiated their request 
July 11, 1949, in the manner required by law, nearly 4 years ago, by filing an 
application with the United States district engineer at Los Angeles for Federal 
improvement of the East Basin-Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor. This timely 
action followed the practice and procedure established under the Rivers and 
Harbors Act for more than 100 years and is the universal method employed by 
port authorities throughout the United States in obtaining the cooperation and 
assistance of the Federal Government, in carrying out its obligation in accord- 
ance with law, to open, widen, and maintain harbors and channels for the re- 
quirements of commerce and navigation of the Uinted States. No one, certainly 
not the local port authorities, anticipated that it would require more than 4 
years to obtain the necessary authorization and allocation of funds by Congress. 

However, the Korean police action and other unforeseen delays were en- 
countered which were wholly without the fault and beyond the control of the 
local authorities, but were due to the slow-moving governmental machinery of 
investigation and examination of details required by Federal regulations. Pri- 
orities for building materials were granted by Federal agencies because of the 
military value of the terminal being constructed, but otherwise lost motion 
seemed to prevail in processing the dredging application. 

A hearing was finally held on the dredging project before the United States dis- 
trict engineer at Los Angeles on May 11, 1950, nearly a year after the applica- 
tion was filed. That hearing resulted in a favorable report by the district engi- 
neer dated a year later, May 15, 1951. This report was rapidly approved by 
the United States division engineer in San Francisco, June 15, 1951, and forwarded 
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to Washington with favorable recommendation. The latter report was finally 
processed through the United States Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
with approval on October 1, 1952, more than 3 years after the application was 
initiated. The project was then submitted to the Governor of the State of Cali- 
fornia and approved January 19, 1953, pursuant to Public Law 19, 79th Con- 
gress, Ist session. Likewise, the approval of the United States Interior Depart- 
ment was obtained shortly thereafter in accordance with governmental require- 
ments. On January 28, 1953, the Chief of Engineers forwarded his favorable 
report to the Secretary of the Army with recommendation for approval in re 
sponse to resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of 
Representatives, adopted February 1, 1946, and also a resolution of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works of the House adopted February 17, 1950, requesting the 
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors to review the reports on Los Angeles- 
Long Beach Harbor, Calif., submitted in House Document No. 843, 76th Congress, 
3d session, and prior reports with a view to determining whether these contem- 
plated harbor and channel improvements in the East Basin area, Los Angeles, 
were advisable. This report, now before your honorable committee, after suc- 
cessfully passing through all the various governmental requirements set forth 
above, provided : 

“After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board (for Rivers and Harbors) recommends modification of the 
existing project for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for 
a depth of 35 feet over an area of about SO acres in East Basin, generally in 
accordance with the plan of the district engineer and with such modification 
thereof as in the discretion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable, at an 
estimated cost to the United States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually 
for maintenance in addition to that now required; provided that local interests 
agree to (a) furnish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and suitable soil-disposal areas for new work and subsequent main- 
tenance when and as required; (0) hold and save the United States free from 
damages done to construction and maintenance of the improvement; (¢c) pro- 
vide and maintain at local expense adequate public terminal and transfer fa- 
cilities open to all on equal terms: (d@) accomplish and maintain without cost 
to the United States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and 
other utility facilities; and (f) remove and relocate the existing small-boat 
facilities in East Basin; and provided further that special anchorage area A-4 
be disestablished prior to improvement of East Basin.” 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, in its accompanying report, 
provided : 

“The non-Federal first cost for East Basin is estimated at $306,000, consisting 
of $156,000 for extension of an outfall sewer on Terminal Island and $150,000 for 
removal of small craft moorings * * *. All costs are based on 1950 prices.” 

We wish to emphasize that local interests have provided for the extension of 
the outfall sewer and other requirements of these reports at a higher cost to local 
public funds than the above-quoted estimates, and have lived up to and will con- 
tinue to live up to all obligations placed on them by governmental requirements. 
In addition to this, and as required by the terms of the above-quoted reports, 
local interests have built at the site of this improvement and paid for “adequate 
public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms,” at a cost of 
2pproximately $8 million. These facilities are not for the benefit of special 
interests but are for the benefit and use of the shipping public in general, and 
in particular, for the use of the Federal Government in time of war as a point 
of embarkation for troops and military cargo. 

Applicant considers the building of this terminal to be an obligation which 
must be met before we could look to the Federal Government to provide the 
necessary dredging improvements recommended; and we have performed our 
obligation fully by building, with priority materials released by the Federal 
Government in the public interest, the largest and most efficient modern cargo 
and passenger terminal ever constructed anywhere in the world. This terminal 
now stands practically finished and ready to open on July 11, 1953, and will be 
completed exactly 4 years after we first initiated our application for Federal 
dredging assistance. 

Meanwhile, the application for Federal dredging assistance continued to be 
processed. The Secretary of the Army, after concurring with the report of the 
Chief of Engineers aforesaid, forwarded the same through the Department of 
Defense, to the Bureau of Budget for advice as to the fiscal policy of the Presi- 
dent, which report reached that agency on March 1, 1953. On March 2, the 
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day following, the writer appeared personally before the representatives of the 
Director of the Budget, at the Executive Office of the President, accompanied by 
the two congressional representatives sponsoring the House bills, and thorough- 
ly explained the proposed project to the Bureau and requested clearance in view 
of the approaching completion of the terminal in July. At about this same time, 
and in contemplation of the formal recommendation by Army authorities, the 
soard of Harbor Commissioners requested its representatives in the House and 
Senate to introduce legislation in Congress to authorize the dredging project—, 
the bills S. 1060 dated February 23, 1953, H. R. 3054 and H. R. 3086, both dated 
February 16, 1953, now under consideration by your honorable committee, are the 
result of this request. 

Now, in the intervening 4 years, from the first initiation of this request for 
Federal participation in what applicant feels is a matter of national concern 
and by no means a purely local project, the Board of Harbor Commissioners 
prepared its plans and specifications for construction of the new modern ter- 
minal at berths 195-198, East Basin, Los Angeles Harbor. These plans were made 
with the knowledge of the Army engineers and other Federal agencies, and in 
reliance upon a practice and universally accepted understanding that, assuming 
2 favorable report by the Chief of Engineers, the necessary dredging work would 
he done at Federal expense seasonabiy and in due time to permit access to the 
urgently needed terminal facility upon its completion 4 years later. 

The Harbor Board was justified in proceeding on this premise and relying in 
good faith, under the Rivers and Harbors Act, upon governmental participation 
of about 10 percent of the entire cost of the contemplated improvement including 
structures, dredging and relocation of sewer lines and other requirements, Con- 
struction estimates of about $5 million for the terminal were made on a rising 
labor and material market, and building was started. As the building progressed, 
and costs increased about 60 percent, efforts were made all along the line to 
expedite the rendition of a report by the Army engineers, as a bill in Congress 
for authorization would not be received or considered before such a favorable 
report was forthcoming. As the time for completion of the terminal facility 
drew nearer and no report was rendered, the Harbor Board became more and 
more disturbed about the delay until finally, in Jaunary 1953, the writer was sent 
to Washington to help expedite the matter. Numerous conferences were held 
with all agencies of Government having to do with the project until a favorable 
conclusion of the problem seemed at hand. After months of effort, the writer 
reported to his Board that there was a precedent established in the Florida case 
for proceeding with dredging with local funds earmarked for other purposes, 
with authority for reimbursement later should Congress so provide. The Harbor 
Board, realizing that unless dredging was started by the middle of April 1953, 
the local taxpayers would soon have a large terminal structure on their hands, 
completed and ready for operation, that could not be utilized for the purpose for 
which it was constructed unless the necessary dredging of East Basin adjacent to 
the terminal was accomplished before the opening date in July 1953. Time was 
of the essence and public funds were involved. 

The expense of maintaining an idle facility, loss of revenue and cargo tonnage 
due to the inability of large vessels to negotiate the narrow 35-foot channel 
alongside the terminal, ete. would be prohibitive. After all, the delay encoun- 
tered, was not the fault of the Harbor Board but the public and national interest 
demanded that the terminal be put in operation forthwith. There was only 
one practical solution to the problem for the benefit of the taxpayers and that 
was the action the Harbor Board decided to take. At its meeting of March 10, 
1953, bids were requested for dredging in accordance with plans prepared by 
the Army engineers and a contract was let for work to begin after April 1, 1953, 
at a favorable figure. Only about 60 percent of the recommended dredging 
permitting minimum access to the terminal was contracted for in the amount of 
$457,000 due to lack of funds of local interest, but the balance of the work can 
he completed at a lower unit cost on a volume basis. Work commenced April 
17, 1953, and the portion now contracted for will be completed by July 11, 1953, 
in time to permit using the terminal on its opening date. 

Representatives of the United States District Engineer visited the site and 
observed soundings being made before dredging started under authority of the 
Chief of Engineers and soundings will be taken upon completion of the dredging 
work in order to determined that the work has been accomplished in accordance 
with Army requirements. In addition to this, the Chief of Engineers, Maj. Gen. 
Samuel D. Sturgis, CEC, personally visited the site and inspected the work 
underway on or about May 15, 1953. 
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Applicant is now in the position of being bound on a contract to pay the 
reasonable cost of a portion of the entire dredging that is felt to be the obliga- 
tion of the Federal Government, and has acted in good faith in reliance upon a 
practice long established by the Federal Government and upon adequate legisla- 
tive precedent to provide sufficient channel depth and width to take care of the 
necessary requirements of deep-water traffic. As a practical matter, a favorable 


recommendation by the Chief of Engineers has heretofore invariably resulted in 





ederal dredging projects being authorized at some time in the future and this 
« is u tly needed now. Applicant has not sought to take undue advantage 
of the situation presented, but feels that this dredging project is the responsibility 
f the Federal Government and someone had to take the initiative in order to get 
te We realize the necessity for the fiscal policy of the present administra- 
ion to reduce the budget and practice and preach economy and have noted cur- 
rent press reports to the effect that navigation, flood contro! and other civil fune- 
ons of the Army have been greatly reduced by the Appropriation Committee of 
the House; that generally, funds are not being provided to start new projects 
nd that even pleas for money to continue work on some projects already under 
way have been rejected. However, the Chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the House, Representative Taber, recently announced, 
rhe committee is determined to eliminate all nonessential spending. At the 
same time we have tried to provide for the necessary requirements of the Gov- 
ernment and to meet our responsibility. We hope to carry out that practice 


righ aight through to the end of the session.” 

In line with that declaration applicant points out that this is not a new proj- 
et t really started with the beginning of terminal construction 4 years ago. 
In accordance with Congressman’s Taber’s statement, we say that the Govern- 
ent should now meet its responsibility by authorizing this project in accord- 
nee with the Chief of Engineer’s report If this legislation is adopted, the 
present favorable contract which local interests have negotiated can be extended 
to complete the entire dredging project on the descending cost scale presently 
available and without taking up and later relaying the spoil disposal pipe line 
which would save the Federal Government many thousands of dollars and at the 
same time provide for reimbursement to local interests for expenditures neces- 
sarily incurred. If funds appropriated for this project went into the general 
Rivers and Harbors appropriation for such improvements all over the country, 
such as we understand is the usual practice under omnibus bill procedure, this 
project could conceivably be delayed many more years. Applicant is not asking 
for any priority here but is willing to take its turn, after being covered adequately 
by proper legislation for reimbursement. 

Applicant is advised of the communication of the Director of the Budget dated 
May 20, 1953, addressed to the chairman, Committee on Public Works of the 
Senate, but does not believe that the expressions of policy therein contained with 
respect to local interests undertaking work in advance of appropriations and 
the Federal Government being required by law to reimburse such costs would 
necessarily give preferential treatment to this applicant or commit the United 
States to repayment without going through the normal budgeting process. Re- 
imbursement for work previously accomplished by local interests has heretofore 
been provided in authorization acts, and if the normal budgeting process were 
to be carried to its logical conclusion here this urgently needed terminal might 
well be sitting on the bank completed and idle for another 4 years awaiting the 
conclusion of the process, to the detriment of the public welfare, national as well 
as local. Certainly, an economy program does not necessarily mean to cut off 
at the pockets every worthwhile, worthy public project that already represents 
a substntial investment to the taxpayer, because such a program does not always 
result in economy. The amount to be authorized here is small compared to other 
projects that are being approved and is within the sum customarily referred 

to the Consent Calendar. The instant case does not establish a precedent that 
would open the door to abuse because the precedent for reimbursement of local 
interests in certain cases has already been established and Congress still has 
complete control of the expenditures by simply denying authorization to those 
projects that are without merit. 





| 


+ ADR Saeco. 


raaarghinets 


aR te ARO aa 


saetasirane 


wena 


ae etd oe 


lla eee 


Stee 


cmap sect netlabel NM 











Satin» 


Sirk tits P na ynse 


FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 103 


Applicant therefore urges your honorable subcommittee to report the bills now 
before it to the full Committee on Public Works without further modification 
and recommend that the same do pass. 

Resvectfully submitted. 

BoarpD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS, 
Ciry or Los ANGELES, 
By C. N. PERKINS, Attorney. 
May 26, 1953 


Senator Busn. Senator, do you have any preference as to the next 
witness / 

Senator Kucner. Among those present is Mr. Ralph Chandler, 
vice president of the Matson Navigation Co., who has a statement. 
Mr. Chandler is one of our leading California businessmen. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Chandler. It is a well-known company that 
he represents. Mr. Chandler, do you want to read your statement 
or comment on it ¢ 


STATEMENT OF RALPH J. CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT IN CHARGE 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA OPERATIONS OF THE MATSON 
NAVIGATION CO. 


Mr. Cuanpier. I would like to read it, if I may. I will make it 
as brief as I can. 

Senator Busu. Very well. I am afraid, though, that we will have 
to adjourn this session in about a half an hour. I think we are get- 
ting a pretty clear idea of what this project is about and some of 
these statements could be filed. 

However, you could comment on the highlights, Mr. Chandler. 

Mr. Cuanpier. I think I will just file it then with the chairman, 

Senator Busu. If there is no objection, the entire statement will be 
incorporated in the record at this point, and we would be glad to hear 
any special comments from you, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RALPH J. CHANDLER, VICE PRESIDENT. MATSON NAVIGATION Co. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Ralph J. Chandler. 
I am a vice president in charge of the southern California operations of the 
Matson Navigation Co. I have served in this capacity for 22 years, and have 
been actively engaged in the steamship business for over 40 years. My expe- 
rience has acquainted me with all phases of the steamship business, particularly 
with the Matson fleet operating in the Pacific and Hawaiian trade. 

My company owns a fleet of 23 ships engaged in foreign and offshore commerce. 
In addition, the company operates freighters for the Military Sea Transport 
Service carrying war material to Korea and other Far East ports. 

In the past two decades the southern California community has undergone a 
phenominal industrial growth. At the same time Matson Lines has increased 
the scope of its operations and the capacity and speed of its freighter fleet to 
keep pace not only with the specialized needs and demands of the southern 
California trade but also of the expanding economy of the Hawaiian Islands, 
which are closely tied to the Pacific coast. 

It was the almost desperate need for better ship-handling space and more 
efficient and larger cargo and passenger facilities at Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Harbor that inspired the construction of the new terminal at berths 195-198, east 
basin. We had simply outgrown the old facilities at berths 156-160, at the upper 
end of slip No. 1, inner harbor. 
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A glance at the map, pages 36 and 37 of the current Annual Report of the Los 
Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners, will illustrate the congested nature of 
the old terminal facilities be I 

rosses 18,500 tons and is 


One of our lergest ships, the passenger liner Lurline, g 
over 631 feet in length, with an average deep draft of 32 feet of water and a 








beam of 8O feet. The balance of our et consists of 15 C-—3-type cargo ships, 
8 Liberty-type vessels, and 4 C-—2 cargo carriers. Frequently 3 and 4 ships at a 
time are berthed and working cargo alongside the terminal. They are required 


to back out of the narrow slip No. 1 into the turning basin in order to turn 











nda Z \ al sea. 
Prevailing winds in this area of Los Angeles Harbor are generally from the 
wes d have a tender to carry t hip onto the do across the slip. This 
ituatior ikes ship handling in « e quarters doub azardou d jeopard- 
i fetv of the vessel as ll as shoreside facilities. With ships costing 
lar sun f mor the Lurlia ne rep nts'‘an investment of $20 million— 
rs Ci ifford to take 1 1 y result in heavy property damage, 
st dela broken schedules, pa g al eargo losses, and niury expenses, 
| g Wor War II, stea 1ip opera s made the best of facilities available 
in I \ngeles Harbor After the cl ’ the ar, F Angeles Harbor 
( , following a 2 dy of providin passenger and 
eig nal facil s whe ( was the greatest, began the construc- 
i f this ne { l b s 195-198, along the 1 hwesterly side of the 
ea I n As I pointed out a momel! go, the need for these accommodations 
r t, and the company expec o use these new facilities immediately upon 
not are ring 
O 1f the paramount reasons for moving ahead with this project is the con- 
’ tl ort authorit nd ship S er the hazare d in maneu- 
vering and docking vessels of the type of 1 e of the Matson fleet, and to afford 
enlarged al yroved rg ] gi lities 
To assure safe ingres d egress to tl ew Vinal for the : vessels not 
I of the Mat et but of other operators in that area, the pilots of the port 
d e navigating and executive ( f tl Matson Navigation Co. believe 
that of tl itmost importance whole of th [ be dredged 
to a depth of at least 35 feet at meat ver low water to permit safe maneuver- 
ng « he deep-draft vessels. The existing narrow channel facing the southerly 
side of the new terminal insafe for the navigation of larger freighters and of 
] enger vessels of the Z 
Submitted herewith is a 1 ls, With general data pertaining thereto, 
‘ ength, beam, and draf lraft shown is the mean summer draft; how- 
ever, the maximum controlling draft may be as much as 33 or 34 feet. The area 


indicated as shoal water off the easterly tip of the east basin yacht landing should 


t 
be dredged to a minimum of 35 feet to allow the necessary safety factor. 

Our ship traffic in and out of Los Angeles Harbor—upward of 300 vessel 
movements a year—cannot be handled at the new terminal without maneuvering 
one vessel past another moored at an adjacent berth. If the narrow channel 
ong the northwest side of the east basin were only widened, it would still be 
ardous to dock and undock vessels at this location because of the prevailing 
This area is not shielded from the westerly winds by the Palos Verdes 
Hills to the same extent as ne other parts of the harbor. 

Our Hawaiian service C ay itrica ; 






I 
freighters are on intricate 28-day schedules, running 
both clockwise and counterclockwise, between Los Angeles, San Francisco, and 
the Hawaiian Islands, where they call at Honolulu and at least two other ports. 
rishable and refrigerated cargoes are carried outward, in addition to mail, 
‘xpress, and general cargo. On the return voyages, they carry refrigerated 
cargo, general cargo, and molasses, and, in addition, the primary load is bulk 
sugar, which is discharged at the refinery at Crockett, Calif., in the San Fran- 
cisco Bay area. At this refinery these vessels must meet a precise discharging 
schedule, because our freighters plying between the northwest United States 
ports, Seattle and Portland, San Francisco, and the Hawaiian Islands, are also 
scheduled into the sugar refinery at Crockett for discharging, as well as the 
Same Hawaiian ports of call. This Hawaiian service is entirely without assist- 
ance by way of Federal subsidy or contract advantage, and it is of the utmost 
portance to the welfare of United States commerce for the Federal Govern- 
nt to do everything possible to help maintain this service on a self-supporting 
From the foregoing general outline, it can readily be seen that a delay of even 
one of our vessels at Los Angeles could seriously disrupt the entire schedules and 
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affect a large number of vessels and ports and result in large monetary losses 
Los Angeles Harbor, we presently operate C-3 freighters 


steamship 
Lurline, makes Los Angeles Harbor on a triweekly basis, while our C—2 freighters 
in the Australian service function on a monthly schedule, and other vessels of 
our fleet, as well as chartered vessels, in the east coast and northwest trade, 
call at Los Angeles Harbor on an irregular basis. 

Fast and efficient turn-around in port is essential to both the passenger and 


Lost time on ships 


é alone is valued at from $1,500 per day on a Liberty ship to more than $12,000 


on a liner such as the Lurline. 


Delays to ship arrivals at berths attributable to 
congested and restricted navigation would cost from $300 to $600 an hour for 
shoreside labor on standby basis. 

Another important consideration is the vulnerability in time of labor unrest 


> of a large vessel dependent upon tugboats for docking and undocking in narrow 
and restricted channels. With the increased dredged basin area, it will be 


possible for these large ships to continue operating even under abnormal circum- 


stances. 


In addition to the needs and advantages of this dredging project to the steam- 
ship operator, benefits will also accrue to navigating interests, the shipping 
industry as a whole, and to the port of Los Angeles. 
development of piers and docking facilities both at Terminal Island and the 
entire shoreside in the immediate vicinity of the east basin. 

I thank you for the opportunity of presenting our views on this subject, and 
trust that favorable action will be taken thereon by the committee to the end 
that the proposed legislation may be enacted by the Congress, authorizing the 
project as contained in the favorable report of the Chief of Engineers. 


General data on Matson Navigation and the Oceanic Steamship Co. vessels 





Likewise, it will permit 





Vessel Length | Beam | 58mmer| Gross 
draft tonnage 
| Ft. In Ft.. Ie: | Ft.. In. 
Lurline 631 63 79 «0 28 02% 18, 564 
Matson C-3’s: 
Hawaiian Packer 492 0 69 6 29 04% &, 396 
Hawaiian Merchant. 492 0 69 6 29 04% &, 300 
Hawaiian Pilot ‘ 492 0 69 6 29 04% 8, 445 
Hawaiian Wholesaler. 492 0 69 6 29 #05 8, 413 
Hawaiian Planter _ “| = 492 0 69 6 29 «#205 7, 896 
Hawaiian Craftsman 492 0 69 6 29 05 7, 885 
Hawaiian Ranker 492 0 69 6 28 07 10, 384 
Hawaiian Retailer _. - 492 0 69 6 28 O07 7.940 
Hawaiian Educator 192 0 69 6 my | 7 807 
Hawaiian Fisherman 192 0 69 6 29 (08 7,913 
Hawaiian Pefiner 492 0 69 6 29 O5 8, 405 
Hawaiian Ruilder 492 0 69 6 299 04% 8, 338 
Hawaiian Farmer 192 0 69 6 29 04% 8. 323 
ITawaiian Rancher 492 0 69 6 29 041% 8, 353 
Hawaiian Citizen 492 0 69 6 29 «#05 7, 901 
Matson Liberties: | 
Hawaiian Logger 441 6 57 0 27 08% 7,176 
Hawaiian Lumberman 441 6 57 0 27 08% 7, 247 
Hawaiian Forester 441 6 57 0 27 08% 7, 240 
Oceanic C-2’s: 
Sonoma 459 1 63 «0 27 07% &, 258 
Sierra 459 1 63 0! 27 07% 8,178 
Ventura 459 1 63 O 27 07% 8,175 
Alameda... 459 1 63 0 27 07% 8, 218 


Mr. Cuanpuer. I have covered the situation in my statement and 
made a record that will be entirely satisfactory to me. We operate 
23 ships. The Lurline is a very large vessel. 

Senator Busn. Are there more than one of the Lurline-type ships 
in operation out there? 

Mr. Cuanpier. We have the Lurline operating and have other 
ships of that type, but they are not operating at the present time. We 
have 23 large vessels of the C-3 type and C-2, which are the largest 
‘arriers that the Government built during the last war, as you know. 
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Senator Kucuet. Could you particularly comment, Mr. Chandler, 
on the growth of your ship traffic in the Long Beach Harbor area, with 
particular attention to the use that would be given were the bill in 
question to be adopted by the Congress ! Jey 

Mr. Cuanpter. We have operated at a terminal which is described 
here as 156, 157, 158, and 159, for many years. We outgrew that 
facility many years ago. There has been a very, very great con- 
gestion there. We have had to pile cargo in the streets. 
~ We handle over 450 trucks per week and have over 300 movements 
per year in our own operation. We have to schedule our ships so 
that they meet a definite schedule at the refinery in San Francisco 
Bay. To do that we have to run a clockwise and counterclockwise 
operation through our port. If they are not maintained on a 28-day 
schedule our service breaks down and the ships pile up,'and it makes 
the service very difficult to maintain on a schedule. 

Therefore, as I say, this new facility is a project that the Harbor 
Department is meving ahead on. It will be completed for us in 
July and will give us a fine new facility and will relieve our present 
terminal facilities where other steamship companies have other ap- 
plications in now and need them badly. 

As you will hear from other testimony, there are many lines that 
cannot find facilities there at the present time. There is a great deal 
of cargo that had to bypass the port. In fact, in our own facility we 
have not been able to handle the cargo on occasions as we should have 
done, and we have had to bypass it to other ports. 

Therefore, a very acute condition exists, and it is extremely impor- 
tant that we get into this terminal not later than July. 

I have our Captain Johnson, the commodore of our fleet here, who 
can make a statement if you want him to, relative to the importance 
of this dredging project in order to make it possible to get into our 
new terminal facility. 

Senator Bus. Very well. Have you any questions to ask, Senator 
Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuen. No, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busn. We are very appreciative of your testimony. Thank 
you, sir. 

Whom would you like to call next ? 

Senator Kucnet. Captain Johnson, will you come forward, please ? 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. JOHNSON, MASTER, STEAMSHIP 
“LURLINE” 


Captain JoHnson. My name is Frank A. Johnson. 

Senator Busn. Captain, have you a prepared statement? 

Captain Jonnson. I have, sir. 

Senator Busu. Do you wish to read it in or would you rather com- 
ment on it and file it? 

Captain Jounson. I think probably in the interests of expediency 
it would be well to incorporate it, and I would be glad to answer any 
questions. 

Senator Busu. If there is no objection, I think we would prefer 
to have you file it in full, and it is now so ordered, and then comment 
on it as you will. We area little pressed for time. 
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(The statement of Captain Johnson is as follows: ) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Frank A. John- 
son. lama master mariner and have been in maritime service at sea for more 
than 40 years. I hold an unlimited master’s license for any ocean, any tonnage, 
as well as pilot in the harbors of Los Angeles and San Francisco. I am presently 
employed by the Matson Navigation Co. as commodore of the Matson fleet, and 
have been master of the steamship Lurline since 1948. I was formerly master 
of the Yale, operating in coastwise service between Los Angeles and San Fran- 
cisco, also the steamships Malolo and Matsonia to the Hawaiian Islands, and 
have handled these ships entering and departing Los Angeles Harbor. 

The Lurline, as may be observed from the photograph on page 18 of the Los 
Angeles Harbor Department Annual Report, has a high superstructure and ip 
docking and undocking this type of vessel in a wind, such a ship must be ver¥ 
carefully maneuvered in order to avoid possible damage. As master of that 
ship, having taken her in and out of slip No. 1, berths 156-160, many times, I 
would be very reluctant to take the Lurline into the new terminal, in view of 
the narrow channel now existing at the dockside. The Lurline is 632 feet 
long and has a beam of 80 feet and an average deep draft of 32 feet of water. 
From my acquaintance with the operating department of the Matson Navigation 
Co., I feel that they would be very reluctant to send the ship into this facility 
unless the shoal area off the southerly side of the east basin were to be com- 
pletely dredged out. As master of the Lurline, I do not think that I would call 
on any pilot, no matter how well qualified he might be, to take the ship into 
that location and take her out again unless sufficient water and maneuvering 
room was provided to turn the ship around and head out downstream. 

If there were a Liberty ship or a C-3 type cargo vessel, which vary in beam 
from 65 to 70 feet, moored alongside of the dock at berths 195-196, and it became 
necessary to take the Lurline past such a ship, the breadth of the two vessels 
would cover approximately 150 feet. With the wind off the dock, tugboats would 
be required on the starboard side of the outboard vessel. working at right angles 
to keep the ship off the shoal. The average tug is approximately 90 feet long, 
which would take up a combined space of the 2 ships and the tug of approxi- 
mately 240 feet. This would put the tug aground, as the channel at this location 
at present is only about 200 feet wide. We would have to proceed very slowly up 
such a narrow channel because the suction may carry away lines on other ships 
moored at adjacent piers. If the channel were to be used as it is now, the ships 
would have to be turned and backed up the narrow channel with the use of several 
tugs. I wouid refuse to navigate it under such conditions, as, in my opinion, 
it would be unsafe. Modern vessels, such as the Lurline, or any other vessel 
that has a large flare at her bow, cannot be steered accurately by tugboats under 
the bow. The vessel must use its own power for steerage way. With her pro- 
pellers in operation close to the bottom, a large volume of mud is thrown up 
which fouls the ship’s condensers and causes damage, delay, and expense in 
clearing her saltwater circulating system from mud deposits. Such a vessel 
should be taken in bow first, which would require the complete shoal area of the 
east basin to be dredged out in order to provide sufficient space to maneuver 
and turn to head out down the main channel. 

Wind velocity records at Los Angeles Harbor have indicated a considerable 
percentage of winds over 25 miles per hour. Such a wind against the bow of 
the Lurline or a similar vessel would have a tendency to “sail the ship” right 
onto a dock or into the shoal area. I would not attempt to take a vessel of this 
type into the new terminal under the situation now existing. The more space 
available for maneuvering, the safer and faster the ship can be handled, and 
vessels are being built larger all the time. 

If the Lurline were to be taken into the new terminal without passing any 
other vessel alongside the dock, under present conditions, it would take approxi- 
mately 30 minutes to dock or undock the vessel, from a point immediately opposite 
the terminal. Under the same conditions, with the east basin completely dredged, 
such an operation could be completed in approximately half this time. This 
comparison is assuming fair weather conditions; under a heavy or moderate 
wind it would take a great deal longer. The stronger the wind, the more chance 
of damaging ship and structures and cases could arise where sailings might be 
delayed because of high winds. 

With respect to the relative advantages of the old terminal and the new 
terminal for purposes of handling passengers and cargo, I wish to point out 
that the old facility at berths 156-160 is located in a bottleneck, not only from 
the standpoint of maneuvering the ship but from the standpoint of loading 
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and unloading passengers and freight. On sailing days, the Lurline may load 
700 to 750 passengers with their baggage, and these people, together with their 
guests, must get down to the terminal through heavy automobile traffic with 
practically no parking facilities. The passengers must cross over railroad 
tracks and between piles of cargo stored in the streets for lack of space to store 
it elsewhere, and walk through transit sheds where cargo-handling equipment 
is being operated, in order to board the ship. Accidents have occurred resulting 
in personal injury to passengers and guests by reason of this situation. Cargo 
and dunnage stored in the streets is not only hazardous to automobile traffic, 
but is not the most ideal method of protecting cargo from loss by pilferage and 
from the effects of the weather. Delays in loading and unloading, due to this 
congested situation, result in heavy expense to the steamship operator. 

At the new terminal we will have 48 acres of backland paved for ample parking 
space, and a large area for handling cargo, both outside and inside the terminal. 
Passengers and baggage will be loaded and unloaded overhead via ramps and 
mechanical conveyors clear of the cargo-handling area. Time will be conserved 
and loss due to accidents and delays incident to congestion will be eliminated. 

From my experience as a master mariner of many years’ standing, I believe 
that the welfare of the port, the steamship operators, and the commerce and 
navigation of the United States would be greatly enhanced by the accomplish- 
ment of the proposed dredging project by the Federal Government. 

Captain Jonnson. Are there any questions you would like me to 
answer ? 

Senator Busu. I am surprised that I am getting such a good picture 
of this subject. My questions have been pretty fully answered, Cap- 
tain. You have been hearing this situation developed, and if there 
is anything you thik has been overlooked you might add that. 

Captain Jounson. I might say that this area here and this area, 
would be where the Lurline would berth. This channel at the most is 
200 feet wide. Coming in here with any wind, of course, this is a 
berth that is occupied occasionally by ships and you have to come by 
with tugboats to hold you off against the prevailing westerly winds 
this way. With a 200-foot channel this ship is probably 65 to 70 feet 
wide, and the Lurline coming along with 80 feet of width, and then 
two or three tugboats to hold the ship up so that the average is 90 
feet, why, somebody is going to be in the mud over here. Asa 1 matter 
of fact, it is only 16 to 18 feet deep there and we are drawing 30 to 32 
feet maximum draft. That is the reason why it is necessary to have 
this area. 

Senator Busu. It certainly would seem to be a very desirable im- 
provement, would it not? 

Senator, I have no particular questions. I am most grateful to 
you, Captain, for coming down. You can blame your predecessors for 
having made such full and complete explanations. 

C aptain Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Kucnet. Mr. Chairman, for a very brief statement to indi- 

eate the use to which this area would be put, and the widespread use, 
I would like to call Mr. Clinton Earle, chief engineer of the board 
of harbor commissioners. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Earle. 


STATEMENT OF E. CLINTON EARLE, CHIEF ENGINEER OF THE 
BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES 


Mr. Eartz. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that terminals 
195, 196, and 198 are within a month and a half of being completed. 
These pictures on the wall show the extent of completion. It is the 
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terminal under construction. The red-striped area is the shoal area. 
Here you have a land view of the terminal, and here you have a water 
view of the terminal practically complete, and the area to be dredged, 
which is now shoals. 

That is a better view there with the shoal in the center, which we call 
the Cerritos Channel, and the channel that will serve this. 

Senator Busu. What is that area? 

Mr. Eartz. The shoal area. 

Senator Busu. Is that the so-called East Basin ? 

Mr. Eartr. Yes, sir. Essentially, this is the shoal here and this is 
the channel that passes up by the terminal structure, and this is the 
East Channel here. 

Senator, this is the outline of the East Basin and the shoal is the 
area shown in dark here. This is the channel between Los Angeles 
and Long Beach Harbors. 

Senator Busn. Just identify that on the larger map, please. 

Mr. Earte. It is over here. The main channel and East Channel 
and East Basin. Cerritos Channel is in here. There will be facilities 
constructed all around the perimeter of East Basin when this project 
is completed. There is an urgency for more terminal construction. 
Cargoes are standing in the streets to the extent of half the cargo of 
the port. 

If you have the time I would like to go through this paper. 

Senator Busn. If you do not mind, sir, I think we would be glad 
to accept the statement and include it in the record at this point. 

(The statement of E. Clinton Earle is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is EB. Clinton Harle. 
I am the chief engineer of the board of harbor commissioners of the city of 
Los Angeles, I have served in this capacity and in the capacity of assistant 
chief engineer for approximately 28 years, during which time the design and 
construction of marine terminals and the development of the waterways of the 
port of Los Angeles have been under my immediate supervision. 

A great world port has been developed by the city of Los Angeles at tidewater 
in the San Pedro-Wilmington districts; and, in the development of the multi- 
million-dollar port of Los Angeles over the years, there has ever been kept in 
mind, by the commissioners of the port authority and by the engineers engaged 
in the development of the marine terminal facilities and waterways of the port, 
the great need of the Nation’s Armed Forces in the event of national emer- 
gencies; and, in the development of the port as a whole, cognizance has been 
taken of the part the port would play in such emergencies. 

In World War II, the port of Los Angeles was designated by the Armed Forces 
as the port of embarkation of southern California, from which great numbers 
of troops and millions of tons of accouterments of war passed en route to the 
theaters of war in the Orient and the South Pacific. The port of Los Angeles 
played a tremendous roll throughout thé entire period of World War II; how- 
ever, it was that emergency that disclosed some of the weak links in the port 
facility as a base for the dispatch of troop-ladden ships and the materiels of 
war. 

Although the port of Los Angeles, with its miles of terminal facilities, was 
able to provide bethage, simultaneously, for vessels having a combined cargo 
lifting capacity of 390,000 tons and to handle, through its portals, millions of 
tons of military cargo, nevertheless the military program was hampered and 
unavoidable delays ensued, due to a lack of sufficient transit shed capacity, in- 
sufficient paved open-storage areas, and shortages of berthing space at wharves. 
Obviously, the most pressing need was for more and larger transit sheds through 
which the movements of cargoes of war materiel could be efficiently and ex- 
peditiously handled. 

To remedy this situation and to meet the heavy demands made by the rapid 
expansion in waterborne commerce, immediately following World War II, the 
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Los Angeles board of harbor commissioners—with the release of materials of 
construction at the close of the war—immediately proceeded to vastly increase 
the transit shed and storage facilities throughout the port of Los Angeles, in- 
cluding the construction of the east basin facilities known as berths 195-199. 
hese new facilities are of tremendous scope and of great national importance 
from the standpoint of defense, in that they comprise transit sheds of great 
vidth and length supported by enormous paved areas for open storage. The 
new east basin facilities are serviced by a network of highways and rail facilities, 
the latter terminating in a large railroad hold yard immediately in the rear 
thereof. These facilities—the largest of their type in the country—costing ap- 
proximately $8 million—were started late in 1949 with the first release of mate- 
rials of construction, and now stand within 2 months of completion. If the ad- 
jacent east basin Federal dredging project, recommended and approved by the 
Chief of Engineers of the United States Army and by the Secretary of the 
\rmy, is completed on schedule, the opening of this vast new marine terminal 
facility can be carried out on July 11, 1953, at which time it will be made avail- 
able to serve the large high-seas fleet of the Matson Navigation Co. and other 
overseas vessels, at the same time releasing marine terminal facilities of lesser 
magnitude for the use of vessels of other freight lines, which facilities are 
urgently needed by other lines seeking to operate into and out of the port of 
Los Angeles. 

At present, the extremely narrow 200-foot channel skirting the northwest 
side of East Berlin is largely used by vessels in the lumber trade serving the 
lumber industry in the upper reaches of the channel. Use of the vast new ter- 
minal facility now under construction, or even the fullest use of other exist- 
ing facilities in the same general area, cannot be realized until the bar to free 
access thereto—the East Basin shoal—is removed, thereby permitting free pas- 
sage at any time, irrespective of tides, winds, fog, etc., to the deep-draft grey- 
hounds of the Pacific, which vessels will serve the port of Los Angeles and will 
utilize the new terminal facilities in great numbers. 

On July 11, 1949, the port of Los Angeles filed a petition with the United States 
Government, requesting that the United States remove the East Basin shoals, 
by dredging, as provided by the Federal law and as has been historically cus- 
tomary in similar instances in harbors and waterways throughout the United 
States. A hearing, relative to the removal of the shoals in question by dredg- 
ing, was held by the United States engineers in Los Angeles, on May 11, 1950, 
and after an extensive and careful study and review of the necessity for the 
earrying out of this project, which studies were made by the office of the United 
States district engineer in Los Angeles and by the office of the United States 
division engineer in San Francisco, the reports and studies were transmitted 
to the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army and, thereafter, reviewed 
by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors of the United States Army. 
Said Board, in a public notice issued under date of July 3, 1952, stated, in part, 
as follows: 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors has for review as required 
by law the report of the division engineer on investigation of Los Angeles and 
Long Beach Harbors, Calif., made in response to resolutions respectively adopted 
February 1, 1946, and February 17, 1950, by the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors and the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives, 
United States. The division engineer recommends modification of the exist- 
ing Federal navigation project for Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors to 
provide for improvement of East Basin and West Basin each to a depth of 35 
feet, at an estimated first cost to the United States of $900,000 for East Basin 
and $1,131,000 for West Basin, a total of $2,031,000, and increase in annual 
maintenance of $5,000 for East Basin and $1,000 for West Basin, a total of 
$6,000, subject to the conditions that: (a) special anchorage area A-4 be dis- 
established before improvement of Bast Basis is undertaken; (b) no improve- 
ment of West Basin be undertaken until removal of the bridge across the en- 
trance; (c) the improvement of East Basin be undertaken before improvement 
of West Basin: and (d) local interests (1) provide without cost to the United 
States all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and 
maintenance of improvements, for dredging, and for disposal of dredged mate- 
rial: (2) hold and save the United States free from damages arising out of 
construction or operation of the works; (3) provide and maintain at local 
expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
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terms; (4) accomplish without expense to the United States alterations required 
in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities as well as their 
maintenance; (5) dredge slip Y in West Basin; and (6) remove and relocate 
existing small-boat facilities in Bast Basin. He finds further that construc- 
tion of a ship canal between West Basin and Laguna Dominguez, and improve- 
ments of Consolidated Slip by the United States, are not justified at this time. 

“In accordance with law, the report has been referred to the Board of En- 
gineers for Rivers and Harbors for review and was considered at a recent 
meeting of the Board. After full consideration of the report of the division 
engineer and the information now available, the Board is of the opinion that 
improvement of East Basin to a depth of 35 feet as recommended by the division 
engineer is warranted but that improvement of West Basin by the United States 
is not justified at this time. Since ample space exists along East Basin to take 
eare of expansion of harbor facilities required in the foreseeable future, the 
Board is of the opinion that authorization for improvement of West Basin 
should be postponed until after full development of terminal facilities along 
East Basin has been assured and the need for additional terminal facilities 
in West Basin established. 

“All parties interested in improvement of West Basin are invited to sub- 
mit by August 4, 1952, statements and arguments bearing upon the necessity 
and justification therefor. Such statements should be addressed to the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 119 D Street NE., Washington 25, D. C. 
If an oral hearing is desired it is requested that the Board be notified promptly 
in order that a mutually satisfactory date may be scheduled. 

“THE BoarD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS.’ 


’ 


The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, under date of October 1, 
1952, addressed a report to the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, relative 
to the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors Federal project, from which the 
following is quoted with respect to the dredging of the shoals in East Basin: 


“OCTOBER 1, 1952. 
“Subject : Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif. 
“To: The Chief of Engineers, United States Army. 
* * a * * cs * 

“The district engineer finds that improvement of East and West Basins is 
necessary to permit unrestricted use of existing and proposed modern terminal 
facilities but that construction of a ship canal between West Basin and 
Laguna Dominguez is not justified at this time. His plan for improvement 
of East Basin provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet a generally triangular 
area of approximately SO acres on the north side of Cerritos Channel, inciud- 
ing special anchorage area A-4 but excluding the consolidated slip which the 
district engineer points out is neither a through channel or a turning basin 
and services only a limited number of private operators. His plan for im- 
provement of West Basin provides for dredging to a depth of 35 feet an irregular 
area of approximately 105 acres including the entrance channel and the center 
shoal. The district engineer estimates the Federal first cost for East Basin 
at $896.500 for dredging and $3,500 for aids to navigation and for West Basin 
at $1,125,000 for dredging and $6,000 for aids to navigation. 

“The non-Federal first cost for East Basin is estimated at $306,000 consisting 
of $156,000 for extension of an outfall sewer on Terminal Island and $150,000 for 
removal of small-craft moorings. The non-Federal first cost for West Basin 
is estimated at $226,000 consisting of $156,000 for the outfall sewer extension 
on Terminal Island, applicable only if East Basin is not dredged, and $70,000 
for cable relocations. All costs are based on 1950 prices. Annual carrying 
charges for improvement of East Basin are estimated at $46,400 composed of 
$40,000 Federal, and $6,400 non-Federal; and for West Basin at $47,900 com- 
posed of $44,900 Federal, and $3,000 non-Federal. The district engineer esti- 
inmates the annual benefits from improvements of East Basin at $101,400, of 
which $48,400 is from reduction in vessel delays and $53,000 is from reduction 
in towage and piloting charges. He estimates the annual benefits from im- 
provement of West Basin at $58,600 due to reduction in vessel delays. The 
benefit-cost ratios for East and West Basins are 2.2 and 1.2, respectively. The 
district engineer states that removal of the bascule bridge across the entrance 
to West Basin is being made the subject of a separate investigation under exist- 
ing law. 
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The district engineer recommends modification of the existing project to 
provide for improvement of East and West Basins in accordance with his de- 
scribed plans, provided local interests furnish without cost to the United States 
all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary for construction and mainten- 
ance of improvements, for dredging, and for disposal of dredged material; hold 
and save the United States free from damages arising out of construction or 
operation of the works; provide and maintain at local expense adequate public 
terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal terms; accomplish without 
expense to the United States alterations required in sewer, water supply, drain- 
age, and other utility facilities as well as their maintenance; dredge slip Y 
in West Basin; and remove and relocate existing small-boat facilities in Hast 
Basin. He further recommends that special anchorage A—4, located within the 
triangular area to be dredged, be diseastablished before improvement of East 
Basin is undertaken; that no improvement of West Basin be undertaken until 
removal of the bridge across the entrance; and that improvement of East Basin 
be undertaken before improvements of West Basin. The division engineer 
concurs, 

“Local interests were informed of the recommendations of the reporting of- 
ficers. They also were notified that the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, from the information presented, was not convinced of the advisability 
of the United Staes undertaking the improvement of West Basin at this time 
since ample space exists along East Basin to take care of expansion of harbor 
facilities required in the foreseeable future. Local interests were invited to sub- 
mit additional information to the Board. Careful consideration has been given 
to the communications received. 


“VIEWS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BOARD OF ENGINEERS FOR RIVERS 
AND HARBORS 


“The Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concurs in the views of the 
reporting officers that improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles Harbor, is war- 
ranted and that construction of a ship canal from West Basin to Laguna 
Dominguez is not advisable at this time. Prospective benefits from improvement 
of East Basin are sufficient to justify the estimated expenditure required. Ample 
space exists along East Basin to take care of expansion of harbor facilities 
required in the foreseeable future. Under these conditions authorization for 
improvement of West Berlin should be postponed until after full development of 
terminal facilities along East Basin has been assured and the need for additional 
facilities in West Basin established. Furthermore, since additional terminal 
facilities in West Basin will not be necessary for some time to come, annual 
benefits of $22,610 attributable to new traffic expected as a result of construction 
of terminal facilities at slip Y on West Basin will not materialize. Annual 
benefits from improvement of West Basin that remain, after deducting the 
$22,610, amount to only $35,990 and the resuiting benefit-cost ratio is 0.75. 

“The Board accordingly recommends modification of the existing project for 
Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet 
over an area of about 80 acres in East Basin, generally in accordance with the 
plan of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discre- 
tion of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the 
United States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance in 
addition to that now required ; provided that local interests agree to: (a) Furnish 
without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and suitable 
spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when and as 
required; (b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to con- 
struction and maintenance of the improvement; (c) provide and maintain at 
local expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on 
equal terms; (d) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States 
alterations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities ; 
and (f) remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in East Basin; and 
provided further that special anchorage area A-4 be disestablished prior to 
improvement of East Basin. 

“For the Board: 


“G. J. Noxp, 
“Major General, Chairman.” 
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Brig. Gen. C. H. Chorpening, Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works, 
under date of February 5, 1953, advised the chief engineer for the board of har- 
bor commissioners at Los Angeles, as follows: 

“Fresruary 5, 1953. 
“Mr. EB. C. EARLE, 
“Chief Harbor Engineer, Office of the Harbor Engineer, 
“Branch City Hall, P. O. Box 151, San Pedro, Calif. 

“Dear Mr. Earte: Reference is made to your letter of January 8, 1953, ad- 
dressed to the Chief of Engineers, inquiring as to the status of the proposal for 
dredging the Bast Basin at the port of Los Angeles, Calif. 

“Subsequent to my letter to you dated May 13, 1952, the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors completed its action on the Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor 
report, which includes consideration of improvement of the East Basin area, and 
the proposed report thereon by the Chief of Engineers has been submitted to the 
State of California and interested Federal agencies for their views and com- 
ments. The comments of the State of California have recently been received. 

“You may be assured that promptly upon receipt of the other necessary com- 
ments, the report will be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for a determina- 
tion as to its relation to the program of the President. Submission to Congress 
will follow after a reply has been received from the Bureau of the Budget. 

“Sincerely yours, 
“C, H. CHORPENING, 
“Brigadier General, U. 8. A., 
“Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works.” 


Subsequent to February 5, 1953, Lt. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Engineers, 
transmitted to the Secretary of the Army, for transmission to Congress, the 
following communication: 


“DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
“OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
“Washington 25, D.C. 
“Subject: Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif. 
“To: The Secretary of the Army. 


“T submit herewith for transmission to Congress the report of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in response to resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors of the House of Representatives, adopted February 1, 1946, 
requesting the Board to review the reports on Los Angeles Harbor, Calif., 
contained in House Document No. 896, 63d Congress, 2d session, with a view 
to determining if it is advisable at this time to improve Bixby Slough and 
Dominguez Del Amo for the purpose of providing an inner harbor closer to 
the city of Los Angeles; and also a resolution of the Committee on Public Works 
of the House of Representatives, adopted February 17, 1950, requesting the 
Board to review the reports on Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif., sub- 
mitted in House Document No. 848, 76th Congress, 3d session, and prior reports, 
with a view to determining whether further harbor and channel improvements 
in the east basin area, Los Angeles, are advisable at this time. 

“After full consideration of the reports secured from the district and division 
engineers, the Board recommends modification of the existing project for Los 
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Calif., to provide for a depth of 35 feet over 
an area of about 80 acres in east basin, generally in accordance with the plan 
of the district engineer and with such modifications thereof as in the discretion 
of the Chief of Engineers may be advisable; at an estimated cost to the United 
States of $896,500 for new work and $5,000 annually for maintenance in addi- 
tion to that now required; provided that local interests agree to: (a) Fur- 
nish without cost to the United States all lands, easements, rights-of-way, and 
suitable spoil-disposal areas for new work and for subsequent maintenance when 
and as required; (b) hold and save the United States free from damages due to 
construction and maintenance of the improvement; (c) provide and maintain at 
local expense adequate public terminal and transfer facilities open to all on equal 
terms; (d) accomplish and maintain without cost to the United States alter- 
ations required in sewer, water supply, drainage, and other utility facilities; and 
(f) remove and relocate the existing small-boat facilities in east basin: and 
provided further that special anchorage area A-4 be disestablished prior to 
improvement of east basin. 
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“After due consideration of these reports, I concur in the views and recom- 
mendations of the Board.” 
“Lewis A. PICK, 
“Lieutenant General, Chief of Engineers.” 


From the foregoing information, it will be readily apparent to the gentlemen 
of the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the Committee on Public Works that 
the dredging of the shoals from the east basin of Los Angeles: 

1. Has been under consideration by the United States Army engineers since 
July 11, 1949; 

”». Has been recommended by the United States district engineer at Los Ange- 
les ; 

3. Has been recommended by the United States division engineer at San Fran- 
Cc ise os 

4. Has been recommended and ap mere by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors of the Corps of Engineers, United States Army ; 

5. Has been approved by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, and 
transmitted to the Secretary of the Army for transmittal to Congress whence 
funds for the carrying out of the Federal project must come. 

Further, in connection with this Federal project, it is apparent: 

A. That the time required for the proper surveys and investigations of the 
project, by the various Federal and State agencies, has taken the better part 
of 4 years before reaching Congress for the appropriation of funds; 

Bb. That, meantime, the huge marine terminal facilities—which, in the event 
of an expanded national emergency or a new national emergency, would be of 
inestimable value to the national defense—have been brought to within 2 months 
of completion and, as yet, no funds have been provided by Congress for the 
essential removal of the east basin shoals which is necessary to the making of the 
aforesaid marine terminal facilities available to the great ships of the high 
Seas. 

To avoid the loss of use of the marine terminal facilities situated adjacent 
to the east basin shoals, to high seas commerce, the city of Los Angeles Board 
of Harbor Commissioners, subsequent to the introduction of Senate bill No. 
1060 and House Resolution No. 3054, under dates of February 238, 1953, and 
February 16, 1953, respectively, obligated funds (previously earmarked for 
terminal construction) for a contract for dredging operations in the east basin, 
which dredging is, by law, a Federal obligation. The dredging is now under 
way, and we of the port of Los Angeles are now before your honorable body to 
urge that Congress authorize the expenditure of the necessary funds (less than 
a million dollars), provided for in Senate bill No. 1060 and House Resolution 
No. 3054, to assure that the city of Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners 
will be reimbursed, in accordance with the provisions of the bills in question, for 
expenditures for the removal of the east basin shoals, thereby making navigation 
in the east basin safe not only for the navigation of American-flag vessels but for 
vessels of all nations engaged in high seas commerce and calling at the port of 
Los Angeles. 


Senator Busn. We are grateful to you for coming down here. 

Mr. Earie. I would like to say also that this new terminal will 
hold not only Matson vessels, but vessels like the United States, the 
America, and other large vessels. I have a wire that came to me 
from the general manager of the Harbor Department last night, which 
says: 

Due to lack of shed space upward of 25 vessels of Silver Line, Ltd., Java 
Pacific Line, American Mail Line, Pacific Far East Line, American President 
Line, Klaveness Lines, Fred Olse n Line, carrying more than 30,000 tons rubber 
and nitrate fertilizers diverted San Diego, San Francisco, Stockton, and Oakland, 
in addition to many others of which no record kept. This all result of insufficient 
covered transit shed space. Request for terminal space pending from Balfour 
Guthrie, Grace Line, Isthmian Steamship Co., west coast terminal agents for 


Pacific Far Bast L ine, Kerr Line, Coastwise Line, and Transmarine Navigation 
Co., agents Nyk and Saguenay Terminals, Ltd. 


Senator Busn. Will you kindly file that? 
Mr. Eare. I would be glad to. 








FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 115 


Senator Kucuet. Mr. Earle, it would be your statement, would it 
not, that with the adoption of this bill and the completion of the 
work contemplated, the situation as outlined in that telegram would 
not take place and this harbor could accommodate all or at least a 
great portion of the tonnage? 

Mr. Earte. It would be greatly relieved. That is correct. 

Senator Busu. That type of diversion places an extra heavy burden 
on the operators. 

Mr. Eartr. Very much so. 

Senator Buss. And it interferes with the normal pattern of com- 
merce, as well as, I suppose, at the present time, the defense production. 

Mr. Earrr. That is correct. This statement of mine covers the 
defense angle quite clearly. 

Senator Busn. Just on that point, would you care to comment about 
the implications of the defense angle here? It has not been brought 
out, and any comments on that I think I would like to hear 

Mr. Eartr. Yes, sir. I would like to take a moment or two to read 
it to you. 

A great world port has been developed by the city of Los Angeles 
at tidewater in the San Pedro-Wilmington districts; and, in the de- 
velopment of the multi-million-dollar port of Los Angeles over the 
years, there has ever been kept in mind, by the commissioners of the 
port authority and by the engineers engaged in the development of the 
marine terminal facilities and waterw ays of the port, the great need of 
the Nation’s Armed Forces in the event of national emergencies; and, 
in the development of the port as a whole, cognizance has been taken 
of the part the port would play in such emergencies. 

In World War IT, the port of Los Angeles was designated by the 
Armed Forces as the Port of Embarkation of Southern California, 
from which great numbers of troops and millions of tons of accoutre- 
ments of war passed en route to the theaters of war in the Orient and 
the South Pacific. The port of Los Angeles played a tremendous role 
throughout the entire period of World War II. However, it was that 
emergency that disclosed some of the weak links in the port facility 
as a base for the dispatch of troop-laden ships and the materie] of war. 

Although the port of Los Angeles, with its miles of terminal facili 
ties, was able to provide berthage, simultaneously, for vessels having a 
combined cargo lifting capacity of 350,000 tons and to handle, through 
its portals, millions of tons of military cargo, nevertheless the military 
program was hampered and uni avoidable del: ays ensued, due to a lack 
of sufficient transit shed capacity, insufficient paved open-storage 
areas, and shortages of berthing space at wharves. Obviously, the 
most pressing need was for more and larger transit sheds through 
which the movements of cargoes of war materiel could be efficiently 
and expediously handeled. 

To remedy this situation and to meet the heavy demands made by the 

rapid expansion in waterborne commerce, immediately following 
World War II, the Los Angeles Board of Harbor Commissioners— 
with the release of materials ef construction at the close of the war— 
immediately proceeded to vastly increase the transit shed and storage 
facilities throughout the port of Los Angeles, including the construc- 
tion of the east basin facilities known as berths 195-199. These new 
facilities are of tremendous scope and of great national importance 
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from the standpoint of defense, in that they comprise transit sheds of 
great width and length, supported by enormous paved areas for open 
storage. The new east basin facilities are serviced by a net work of 
highw: iys and rail facilities, the latter terminating in a large railroad 

hold y ard immediate ly in the rear thereof. These | fac ilities the larg- 
est of their type in the country, costing approximately $8 million— 
were started late in 1949 with the first release of materials of construc- 
tion, and now stand within 2 months of completion. 

If the adjacent east basin Federal dredging project, recommended 
and approved by the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army 
and by the Secretary of the Army, is completed on schedule, the 
ceoey of this vast new marine-terminal facility can be carried out 
on July 11, 1953, at which time it will be made available to serve the 
large high-seas fleet of the Matson Navigation Co. and other overseas 
vessels, at the same time releasing marine-terminal facilities of lesser 
magnitude for the use of vessels of other freight lines, which facilities 
are urgently needed by other lines seeking to operate into and out 
of the port of Los Angeles. 

I would like to point out there is a 48-acre plot of land there sup- 
ported by a large railroad yard in the rear, with a capacity of 350 
cars. It is a tremendous storage area and will be of tremendous ad- 
vantage to the Army in a war. 

Would you like to hear some more of this? 

Senator Busu.No. It gives us a pretty good idea. Thank you. 

Mr. Earte. I think this covers most of the points that have been 
raised. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much indeed, sir. 

Senator Kucue.. Mr. Chairman, the president of the Los Angeles 
Board of Harbor Commissioners is here with a statement that he 
would like to have incorporated in the record, and I would like to have 
Mr. Pegg come forward, please. 

Mr. Pegg, I am sure you understand we have very little time left 
and if you have a statement which might appear in the record we 
would be glad to have that, and you can make any comment in addi- 
tion to it that you wish to. 





STATEMENT OF ALBERT 0. PEGG, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF HARBOR 
COMMISSIONERS OF THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 


Mr. Pecae. I think that will be all right. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, the statement of Mr. Pegg will 
be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement of Albert O. Pegg is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: My name is Albert O. Pegg. 
I am, by profession, a marine engineer and have been superintendent of engi- 
neering for the Union Oil Co., of California, operating at Los Angeles Harbor, 
and have for 37 years supervised the construction of that company’s fleet. In 
1942 I supervised the construction of Richfield Oil Co.’s tankship at Sparrows 
Point, and during World War II was outfitting manager and assistant general 
manager of California Shipbuilding Corp., at Wilmington, Calif., one of the 
largest wartime shipyards. 

I am and have been a member of the board of harbor commissioners of the 
city of Los Angeles for the past 4 years, and am currently serving as president 
of that body. The city of Los Angeles functions as a commission form of 
municipal government with respect to the control and operation of various 
municipal departments, and the harbor commission, under the city charter, is the 





FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 117 


governing body of the port of Los Angeles. This port became a municipal agency 
following the consolidation of the neighboring communities of San Pedro and 
Wilmington with the city of Los Angeles in 1909, and tide and submerged lands 
in the harbor area, formerly owned by the State of California, were granted to 
the city of Los Angeles, in trust, for purposes of commerce, navigation, and 
fishery, in 1911. 

Following the completion of the Federal breakwater from Point Firmin to the 
entrance of the main channel in 1912, dredging operations by the Federal Govern- 
ment have been carried on from time to time until a protected harbor sufficient 
in size to handle the largest volume of tonnage of any port on the Pacific coast 
has been constructed by dredging and filling. The extension of the breakwater 
and the bulk of the dredging work has all been undertaken and accomplished 
at Federal expense, and it is believed that, in accordance with the improvement 
program long established, additional dredging made necessary by the require- 
ments of much-needed new terminals built at local expense should continue to be 
undertaken and completed with Federal funds, 

Following World War II, the volume of tonnage at Los Angeles Harbor had 
grown to such proportions that it became necessary for the city and its harbor 
department to enter into a long-range construction program to provide shore- 
side facilities to accommodate the heavy increase in deep-water traffic engaged 
in foreign and offshore commerce. Construction costs had to be financed by 
local funds derived from current revenues for the reason that bond obligations 
were still outstanding and have not yet been retired. Passenger and cargo 
terminals were first built for use of the American President Line, now in opera- 
tion at berths 153-155 in the inner harbor, handling the large around-the-world 
and Far East passenger liners, such as the President Wilson. It then became 
apparent that other facilities were required for handling the large passenger 
and cargo vessels of the Matson Navigation Co. engaged in the Hawaiian trade, 
as the old facilities had become inadequate to handle the increase in passenger 
and cargo movement. As the harbor, we think, has been largely responsible 
for the tremendous growth of Los Angeles and the surronnding area, both in popu- 
lation anl industry, so increased harbor facilities must be provided in order 
to keep pace with the march of progress. 

The board budgeted available funds for immediate construction and allocated 
some $5 million to provide a new terminal at berths 195-198 in the East Basin, 
to be assigned to Matson. Before construction contracts were let, an application 
was filed with the Chief of Army Engineers, through the district engineer in Los 
Angeles, for dredging a shoal area off the East Basin yacht landings near the 
entrance to Cerritos Channel and opposite the new terminal site. Hearings were 
held in Los Angeles in May 1950, and from that time to date our application has 
been pressed for improvement of the East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, 
as a Federal dredging project to remove some 80 acres of shoal area by suction 
dredging. This project was approved by the Chief of Engineers in November 
1952 and is still awaiting further necessary authorization and allocation of 
funds by Congress in order to accomplish the improvement. Meanwhile, due to 
rising costs and unforeseen increased expense, the construction project under- 
taken by the harbor department reached nearly $8 million. This figure does not 
include an open-wharf addition for handling certain types of cargo which will 
be required in the future. At dockside 35 feet of water has been provided by 
Federal dredging projects undertaken some years ago, but the channel pro- 
vided at that time was not wide enough to accommodate modern deep-draft 
vessels requiring maneuvering space in order to enter and leave the facility. 
Before the terminal was constructed this part of the inner harbor was used hy 
medium-draft ships, such as lumber schooners, which could enter and leave with- 
out difficulty, but with ships such as the Lurline class the narrow channel and 
close proximity of shallow water makes the removal of this shoal area a neces- 
sity. Cerritos Channel has been provided, by Federal dredging, for deep-water 
traffic between Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors. 

The harbor board, realizing that Federal funds could not be obtained before 
the time that the new terminal would be ready for operation early in July of this 
year, asked its Representatives in Congress to introduce the bills now before 
this committee to authorize the dredging project under consideration here and 
requested a proviso incorporated in these bills to provide for reimbursement to 
local interests for current dredging now being undertaken. A contract was let 
and work commenced on the dredging of the area by local interests to facilitate 
the opening of the terminal. Our sincere hope and desire is that this committee 








118 FLOOD CONTROL, RIVERS AND HARBORS 


will act favorably upon the bill before it in order that the necessary authoriza- 
tion may be enacted by the Congress. 

Senator Busu. Do you have any statement you would like to make 
about the project in a general way, Mr. Pegg! 

Mr. Proce. At the time we decided to build this terminal it was de- 
cided we would do the very best we could possibly do. At its com- 
pletion about the end of June we feel without criticism that we have 
developed and built and constructed the finest passenger and freight 
terminal in the world. There are none better. 

Senator Busu. That is this new one? 

Mr. Prec. This new one here. It has every consideration for the 
movement of passengers and freight. Also in the event of an exten- 
sion of the Korean affair this terminal will provide many of the ne- 
cessities which will be involved in such an effort of that kind. Weare 
very proud of it and have spent many, many months of long deter- 
mination and study. 

Senator Busu. What do you estimate the overall cost of that devel- 
opment to be? 

Mr. Prac. We are just entering into $8 million. Four years ago we 
decided that $5 million was adequate. 

Senator Busu. Your feeling is that in order to make the most use 
of that development this basin has to be dredged out ¢ 

Mr. Prac. It is most essential. 

Senator Busn. Otherwise the full usage of the terminal facilities 
could not be available ? 

Mr. Peace. No. We will lose the ability of the terminal to perform 
considerably and will have great risks to the ships and the passengers 
that goin there. With this dredging completed we believe our ships 
in the event that tugs and other things are not available, vessels like 
the Lurline and other vessels could maneuver in and out without the 
aid of the tugboats, which is a very essential thing in that area. 

Senator Busu. It would be a big economy. 

Mr. Proc. Iwould like to leave this thought with the committee: 
That not so long ago the American Government built and operated 
the finest passenger ship, and the safest passenger ship in the world. 
It was brought home to us in Los Angeles at this time, although we 
are separated by some 3,300 miles. We have entered into that same 
thing by building the world’s finest terminal and in time you will see 
it crow. 1 

Senator Busn. I hope the Senator will invite me out there to see it. 

Senator Kucnen. I think this is as good a point in the record as any 
to say in the record, as a representative of our 11 million people that 
they wish to think you most heartily for your sympathetic considera- 
tion of their problems. 

Senator Busn. L assure you, Senator, it is purely in the line of duty. 

Mr. Pree. We want you to come out and see us. 

Senator Busn. Thank you, sir, and thank you for coming down. 

Senator Kuchel, is there anyone else ? 

Senator Kucue.. Just for a short statement to be incorporated in 
the record I would like to ask the flood-control engineer of the county 
of Los Angeles, Mr. Hedger, to come forward, Mr. Chairman. He 
will be our last witness. 

Senator Busu. Mr. Hedger, good morning. 
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD HEDGER, CHIEF ENGINEER, FLOOD 
CONTROL DISTRICT, LOS ANGELES COUNTY 


Mr. Hepcer. The representatives of the city of Los Angeles and the 
Matson Line have thoroughly produced the evidence necessary to 
demonstrate the need for this project. I wish to speak very briefly 
for the county of Los Angeles, which includes in its boundary some 
15 other cities and a large territory, for a total population of about 
414 million people. 

This statement is as follows: 

There has previously been filed with your committee a resolution adopted 
by the none of supervisors, county of Los Angeles, Calif., urging the enact- 
ment of 1060 as an essential step toward the authorization and appropriation 
of eg required for the dredging of east basin in Los Angeles Harbor. 

This project is of such importance and urgency to the county of Los Angeles 
that the board of supervisors has also instructed me to appear before your 
committee and personally voice its opinion on this matter. 

I am therefore pleased to reiterate to your committee the opinion of the 
board of supervisors of Los Angeles County that the dredging of east basin as 
contemplated under S. 1060 is a most worthy and important project, one that 
is vital to the welfare of the county, and to urge that favorable consideration 
be given to enactment of this bill so that this improvement may proceed forth- 
with. 

Senator Busu. Why is it vital to the county from a flood-control 
angle? You represent the flood-control district here, do you not? 

Mr. Hepcer. No, sir. I am representing the county board of 
supervisors from the general standpoint of county welfare. 

Senator Busn. You are from the Los Angeles County flood-con- 
trol district, are you not ? 

Mr. Hepeer. That is my official position. 

Senator Busu. But you do not come here in the interests of flood 
control ? 

Mr. Henoer. No, sir. I speak for the county on the general wel- 
fare. I happened to be in Washington and the board of supervisors 
instructed me to appear for that reason. 

Senator Busu. Thank you very much. 

Are there any other witnesses present to be heard? 

Senator Kucuer. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Busu. The meeting stands adjourned then and the com- 
mittee wil stay a few moments to consider this bill. Thank you very 
much indeed, gentlemen. 

(Comments of the Bureau of the Budget are as follows:) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 20, 1953. 
Hon. EpwArp MARrrtTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, 
412 Senate Office Building. 

My Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of February 24, 
1953, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8S. 1060, a bill ‘to 
authorize the improvement of East Basin, Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbor, Calif. 

The purpose of this legislation is to authorize a modification of the existing 
Federal navigation project at Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbor, and make 
provision for the reimbursement of local interests for such work as they may have 
accomplished thereunder subsequent to April 1, 1953. 

In the absence of the proposed special provision, the actual commencement of 
work would be dependent upon when appropriations actually are made by the 
Congress. If local interests were to undertake the work in advance of such 
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appropriations and the Federal Government were required by law to reimburse 
such costs, it would give preferential treatment to the proposed project modifica- 
tion by committing the United States to repayment without going through the 
normal budgeting process. Accordingly, we believe that reimbursement for work 
which may previously have been accomplished by local interests should not be 
provided for at the time such work is authorized. 

Subject to appropriate amendment of the bill to reflect the forgoing comments, 
the Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to authorization of the modi- 
fication of the project. However, in connection with the committee’s considera- 
tion of this bill, this office wishes to question whether, except in emergencies or 
rare instances of very large multiple-purpose projects, single-project bills should 
be favorably considered. The Congress has customarily taken up from time to 
time all project reports pending before it and has enacted a general river and 
harbor and flood control bill. It is our belief that such consideration of the rela- 
tive merits of a number of projects provides a better basis of selection than piece- 
meal action on individual bills. In any event, no commitment can be made at this 
time as to when any estimate of appropriation would be submitted for construc- 
tion of the project modification, if authorized by the Congress, since this would be 
governed by the President’s budgetary objectives as determined by the then 
prevailing fiscal situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jos. M. Donae, Director. 


(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m. the subcommittee adjourned.) 
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MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 


THURSDAY, MAY 21, 1953 


Un rep STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop Conrroi, Rivers AND HARBoRs, 
Washington, ee 


H. R. 4025—An Acr AuTHorizING THE APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS TO 
PROVIDE FOR THE PROSECUTION OF PROJECTS IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER 
Basin ror FLoop Conrro, aNp OrnEer PuRPOsES 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Prescott. Bush (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Bush and Stennis. 

Senator Busu. The committee will come to order for the purpose 
of considering H. R. 4025, authorizing the appropriation of funds 
to provide for the prosecution of projects in the Columbia River 
Basin for flood control and other purposes. 

The bill will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(H. R. 4028 follows :) 


{H. R. 4025, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT Authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the prosecution of projects 
in the Columbia River Basin for flood control and other puruposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (b) under the title “Columbia 
River Basin’ in section 204 of the Flood Control Act, aproved May 17, 1950, 
is hereby amended by striking out “$75,000,000” and substituting in lieu thereof 
“$150,000,000.” 

Passed the House of Representatives April 23, 1953. 

Attest: 

LYLE O, SNADER, Clerk. 

Senator Busu. General Chorpening, will you proceed to outline 
the background of this project, please ¢ 

General CrorreNniInG. I would like to have Mr. Beard do that, 
Senator. 

Senator Busu. Fine. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. BEARD, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Bearp. Mr. Chairman, as you probably know, the Columbia 
River rises up in Canada and flows south, crossing the bound: ary at 
Trail, British Columbia. One of its major tributari ies, the Kootenai, 
also rises in Canada and swings into the United States and then back 
into Canada and joins the C olumbia north of the border. 
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There is also in the middle section here, the Pend Oreille-Clark 
Fork system that is one of the primary tributaries, and off here ris- 
ing in Wyoming and flowing through Idaho and Washington, there 
is the Snake River joining the Columbia near Pasco, W ash. 

The main section of the lower Columbia River forms the boundary 
between Washington State and Oregon. 

As you are also aware, Grand Coulee Dam was built a number of 
years ago up at this point near Spokane. The Bonneville Dam, 
about 40 miles upstream from Portland, has also been constructed. 
Both of those are in operation and supplying a large part of the power 
supply in the entire Northwest. 

About 10 years ago the Congress authorized the Corps of Engineers 
to make an overall comprehensive study of a plan for development 
of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin. We submitted 
a report on that in 1949, recommending a main control plan for the 
river for all purposes—flood control, navigation and power, published 
as House Document 531, Eighty-first Congress. Also in conjunction 
with that the Bureau of Reclamation had been making a study largely 
pointed to irrigation. The main control plan embraced the Bonne- 
ville Dam that had been built, and then coming upstream to The 
Dalles, John Day, McNary, Priest Rapids, and the Libby Dam, and 
Albeni Falls, which is a small project that really just controls Pend 
Oreille Lake. 

Then coming up the Snake River there is a series of four projects 
below Lewiston, Idaho, for navigation and power, and coming up the 
Snake the main control dam, including a storage project in Hells 
Canyon. Hells Canyon Dam was the one that was designated. 

Senator Busu. Are those projects on the Snake all in prospect, 
Little — and Lower Granite ? 

Mr. Bearp. Yes. Authorized, but none of those have been started. 
Ice Harbor has been budgeted but it is not in this budget and none 
have been appropriated. 

The primary tributary in the lower basin is the Willamette. Be- 
ginning in 1938 we had an authorization for a development plan 
there. 

Before the war we finished two of these small ones, Fern Ridge 
and Cottage Grove. Dorena has been since completed. We are now 
essentially complete on the Detroit Dam and are about midway in 
construction on Lookout Point Dam. Detroit and Lookout Point are 
combination power and flood-control projects. 

The 1950 Flood Control Act increased the authorization for the 
Willamette and the overall Columbia River program and authorized 
the projects that comprise the main control system. 

We get into something of a complication on authorization in that 
Chief Joseph, which is now under construction, and McNary, which 
is also under construction, and the Snake River Dams are fully au- 
thorized, but The Dalles and these Willamette River projects are 
authorized but the appropriation of money is limited. 

Appropriations to start The Dalles were granted to us 2 years ago 
and the project is now under construction. Our present budget in- 
cludes money, the sum total of which exceeds the remaining monetary 
authorization, as we term it. So that technically there is no authori- 
zation now available to cover the present appropriation that is in the 
budget and is being considered by the House right now. 
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That is the occasion for this bill before the committee this morning. 
It is to lift the ceiling on our money authorization so that it will be 
completely in order to appropriate the money that is now in the 
budget. 

Senator Busu. So it has been budgeted, but not authorized by law. 

Mr. Bearp. That is what it amountsto. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I want to be sure I understand 
this. 

Senator Busu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. If the sum that is in the present budget should be 
approved and appropriated by the House, then on the floor of the 
House at least in the process of being appropriated it would be subject 
toa point of order that it has not been authorized. 

Mr. Brarp. That is the situation. 

Senator Stennis. Senator Cordon, why did you select $150,000,000? 


STATEMENT OF HON. GUY CORDON, SENATOR FROM OREGON 


Senator Corpon. That is actually $75,000,000. It is increased by 
$75,000,000. The $75,000,000 was set because in the original budget it 
was substantially a little bit better than $70,000,000 that was budgeted 
for obligation this year. So we increased it just to an even $75,000,000. 

Senator Srennis. I see. 

Senator Busu. I am still not clear on where this $75 million is 


going. 
STATEMENT OF GEN. C. H. CHORPENING, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


General Cuorrentne. There are three projects involved this year, 
Senator, which are the Dalles Dam, Lookout Point, and some bank 
revetment stabilizations on the Willamette River. 

I think perhaps there is one point that the Senator might not be 
quite clear on which is that the Congress in 1950 authorized all of these 
projects, but at that time did not deem it wise to authorize all of the 
funds. There is only a limited fund authorization that was made of 
$75 million. Soif we proceed now with the construction we must have 
the money authorization to cover the need for funds on the construction. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, we will put the House report 
and other letters in our record at this point. 

(The report of the Committee on Public Works of the House of 
Representatives and comments of the Bureau of the Budget and Fed- 
eral Power Commission on a similar bill are as follows :) 


(H. Rept. No. 270, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


AUTHORIZING THE APPROPRIATION OF FuNpS To PROVIDE FOR THE PROSECUTION OF 
PROJECTS IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


The Committee on Public Works, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 4025) 
authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the prosecution of projects 
in the Columbia River Basin for flood control, and other purposes, having consid- 
ered the same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that 
the bill do pass. 

The Columbia River, with its tributaries, drains an area of approximately 
259,000 square miles on the Pacific slope of the North American Continent, mostly 
between the Rocky Mountains and the Cascade Range. The Columbia is one of 
the world’s great rivers. Its drainage basin comprising about 7 percent of the 
area of the United States, contains more than a third of the Nation’s potential 
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waterpower. However, a critical power shortage exists in the Pacific Northwest. 
Floods of damaging proportions occur annually in one part or another of the 
basin. Major floods of record having basinwide significance occurred in 1876, 
1894, and 1948. Federal improvements for water utilization and control in the 
Columbia River Basin include projects for flood control, navigation, hydroelectric 
power, irrigation, drainage, soil and forest conservation, and for conservation 
of fish and wildlife, and for other purposes. 

Congress, in the Flood Control Act of 1938, authorized the comprehensive 
improvement of the Willamette River Basin in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers as set forth in House Document No. 544, 75th 
Congress. In subsequent acts of Congress the comprehensive plan has been 
modified to provide for additional projects and increases in the monetary authori- 
zation. The Flood Control Act of 1950 authorized the construction of certain 
projects in the Columbia River Basin, including the Willamette River Basin, 
in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 531, 81st Congress. 

The present total estimated cost of the projects included within the authorized 
Columbia River Basin program of the Corps of Engineers subject to a monetary 
limitation, exclusive of a number of projects authorized separately without mone- 
tary limitation to their authorization, is $1,884,833,800, of which $545,242,800 
is for projects completed or under way, and the balance for projects not yet 
started. Monetary authorization in the amount of $192,300,000 has been made 
available by the Congress to date. Funds totaling $181,897,100 have been appro- 
priated through fiscal year 1953, leaving a balance of available authorization of 
$10,402,900. The present approved budget for fiscal year 1954 included funds 
in the amount of $80,952,000. This amount is $70,549,100 more than the present 
monetary authorization; therefore, the authorization provided in H. R. 4025 is 
necessary. A tabulation showing the status of authorization with relation to 
appropriations is given below: 





Total basin authorization______- ia elie cee =e _... $192, 300, 000 
Total appropriations through fiscal year 19538_-------___--------_- 181, 897, 100 
Balance available for appropriation____._._________-___---_- 10, 402, 900 
Approved budget allowance, fiscal year 1954._--.--_---__-___-_--- 80, 952, 000 
ener GE mermermeren. otk oe ae —70, 549, 100 


The committee is cognizant of the fact that the water resources development 
in the Columbia River Basin must be continued without interruption in order to 
assure early and well ordered provision of flood control, power, navigation, and 
other facilities essential to the needs of the entire Pacific Northwest region. The 
enactment of this legislation will permit the required appropriation in the fiscal 
year 1954 for continuation of urgently needed projects now under construction. 
The increase in the monetary authorization by $75 million is intended to permit 
continued construction of the Detroit, Lookout Point, and The Dalles Reservoirs, 
and the Willamette River bank protection works, substantially in accordance 
with the report of the Secretary of the Army hereto made a part of this report. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 10, 1953. 
Hon. JosePH W. MARTIN, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: There is enclosed herewith draft of a bill authorizing the 
appropriation of funds to provide for the completion of certain projects for flood 
control and related purposes in the Columbia River Basin which the Department 
of the Army recommends be enacted into law. The submission of this legislation 
is in accordance with procedures approved by the Secretary of Defense. 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to authorize to be appropriated such 
sums as are required for the completion of the Detroit, Lookout Point, and The 
Dalles Reservoirs, and the Willamette River bank protection project, in the 
Columbia River Basin. 

These projects and certain others in the Columbia River Basin were authorized 
by the Flood Control Act approved June 28, 1938, and subsequent acts, and a total 
authorization for appropriation has been approved by Congress in the amount 
of approximately $192,000,000. Appropriations made to date under this mone- 
tary authorization total approximately $182,000,000, leaving a balance of mone- 
tary authorization of approximately $10,000,000. The proposed legislation is 
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necessary in order to permit the required appropriations in the fiscal year 1954 
and succeeding years for continuation and completion of these urgently needed 
projects, all of which are now under construction. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of the proposed bill. 
Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 


A BILL Authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the completion of certain 
projects for flood control and related purposes in the Columbia River Basin 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

5 of America, in Congress assembled, That in addition to previous authorizations 
for appropriations for flood control and other purposes in the Columbia River 

Basin (including the Willamette River Basin) authorized by the Flood Control 

Act of 1938, as amended and supplemented, there is hereby authorized to be ap- 

propriated such sums as are required after June 30, 1953, for the completion of 


i The Dalles Dam, Washington and Oregon, Lookout Point Dam, Oregon, Detroit 
i Dam, Oregon, and the Willamette River bank protection project, Oregon. 

¢ 

; CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 

4 In compliance with paragraph 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, changes in existing law proposed by the bill are shown as follows 
; (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter 


is printed in italics, existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in 
roman): 


Ube recs? 


TiTLe II, Secrion 204, or THE RIveER AND HARsoR AND FLoop Controt Act OF 
May 17, 1950 


That portion of section 204 appearing under the caption “Columbia River 
Basin” : 

* (b) * * * In addition to previous authorizations and authorizations 
herein, the projects listed below for flood control and other purposes in the Co- 
lumbia River Basin (including the Willamette River Basin) substantially in 
accordance with the plans recommended in the report of the Chief of Engineers 
dated June 28, 1949, and approved in the letter dated February 1, 1950, from the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget for construction by the Corps of Engineers, 
both contained in House Document Numbered 531, Eighty-first Congress, second 
session, are hereby approved, and there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of [$75,000,000] $150,000,000 for the partial accomplishment of those 
; projects and for the continued prosecution of the comprehensive plan for the 
Willamette River Basin approved in the Act of June 28, 1938, as amended and 
supplemented by subsequent Acts of Congress: * * *,” 


ea 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE Bupget, 
Washington, D. 0., May 7, 19538. 
Hon. EpwWARD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, 412 Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHatRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 16, 1953, re- 
questing the views of this office with respect to S. 1683, a bill “Authorizing the 
appropriation of funds to provide for the completion of certain projects for flood 
control and related purposes in the Columbia River Basin.” 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is to authorize to be appropriated 
such sums as are required for the completion of the Detroit, Lookout Point, and 
the Dalles Reservoirs, and the Willamette River bank protection project in the 
Columbia River Basin. 

The Bureau of the Budget would have no objection to the enactment of this 
measure. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jos. M. Dopar, Director. 
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FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION, 
Washington, May 15, 1953. 
Re §S. 1633, 83d Congress. 
Hon. EDWARD MARTIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: In response to your request there are enclosed three 
copies of the report by the Federal Power Commission on the bill S. 1633, 83d 
Congress, authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the completion 
of certain projects for flood control and related purposes in the Columbia 
River Basin. 

We have just been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that no objection was 
offered to the passage of this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas C. BucHANAN, Chairman. 

Enclosure No. 29136. 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION REporT ON 8. 1633, 8383p CONGRESS 
A BILL Authorizing the appropriation of funds to provide for the completion of certain 
projects for flood control and related purposes in the Columbia River Basin 


This bill would authorize the appropriation of funds for completion of the 
Dalles Dam, Lookout Point Dam, and Detroit Dam, all in the Columbia River. 

These projects, now under construction, include powerplants which are sched- 
uled by the Army Corps of Engineers for completion in 1959, 1955, and 1954, 
respectively. The Lookout Point and Detroit powerplants will be fully installed 
upon completion of present construction. The Dalles powerplant will be partially 
installed with provision for additional installations after 1959. The bill also 
includes the Willamette River bank protection project among the works author- 
ized to be completed, but no power installation is proposed as part of this project. 

No objection is offered to the bill, inasmuch as it is desirable that this con- 
struction should go forward without interruption and there is a need for the 
power which these plants could supply. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
By THoMaAs C. BUCHANAN, Chairman. 
Senator Stennis. One of my favorable impressions, Mr. Chairman, 
was the Columbia River Valley, which is one of the great things we can 
look forward to in the United States through its development. If 
you will just take a moment to point out these dams completed and 
those being built I think it would be interesting to all of us. 

Senator Busu. Yes, it would. 

Senator Stennis. I know it would be to me. 

Mr. Brarp. On the Willamette River, Fern Ridge, Cottage Grove, 
and Dorena Dams have been completed. 

Senator Busu. Those are all multiple-purpose projects? 

General CHorpentnec. I think it should be mentioned that those are 
essentially flood control only. There is no power in any of those dams, 

Senator Busu. Those are essentially flood control ? 

General CHoRPENING. Yes, sir. 

Senator Busn. Solely flood control ? 

Senator Corpon. They do have river regulation. 

General CHorRPENING. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. There is a minor amount, but nevertheless an ap- 
preciable amount of regulation on the Willamette. It is not a big 
thing, but it is there. 

Mr. Brarp. This river, the Columbia, forms the boundary between 
Washington and Oregon. 

Senator Busn. Over to Idaho. You might indicate the Idaho line. 

Mr. Bearp. The Idaho line comes down the Snake River to about 
here and then drops out. We are almost finished with the construction 
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of Detroit Dam, which is for flood control and power and river regula- 
tion. 

Lookout Point Dam is midway in construction, and that is also for 
flood control, power, and irrigation. 

Senator Busu. What happens to the Detroit power ? 

Mr. Bearp. The entire Northwest is tied together into an integrated, 
interconnected transmission system. Part of it is the Federal system 
of the Bonneville Power Administration, and part of it belongs to the 
power companies. The power from these projects goes into that 
system. 

Senator Busu. Who operates Detroit ? 

Mr. Brearp. The Corps of Engineers will operate Detroit. 

Senator Busn. That is a Federal project ? 

Mr. Brearp. Yes, sir. And Lookout Point is a similar project. 

Senator STENNIs. Detroit is to be completed in June? 

Mr. Bearp. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. Every dam shown there is a Federal project. 

Senator Busu. Every one of them is? 

Senator Corpon. Yes. 

Mr. Brarp. In addition to these there are other dams belonging 
to the power companies, but this is the Federal network. 

On the main stem of the Columbia itself Bonneville has been com- 
pleted for a number of years. The Dalles is now under construction ; 
John Day has not been started; McNary is approaching completion, 
we will have power there this coming winter; Priest Rapids has not 
been started; Chief Joseph is in the construction stage now. with 
completion in September 1955. 

Senator Srennis. About 2 years of work on the Chief Joseph ? 

Mr. Brarp. There is about 3 years’ work. 

Grand Coulee is a Bureau of Reclamation project, and that has been 
completed for a number of years. Albeni Falls on the Pend Oreille 
River is in operation, although there is still the powerplant to finish. 
The project is in operation for storage. Libby has not been started. 
On the Snake River none of these projects have been started yet. 

Senator Busn. Does Grand Coulee fall in the State of Washington ? 

Mr. Bearp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I remember one thing. This area 
does not have any coal or any gas, but it has a potential power pro- 
duction of 10 times that of the Tennessee River. 

Senator Corpvon. It is estimated 40 percent of the potential hydro- 
electric power of the United States is in that river. 

Senator Busu. Senator Cordon, do you have anything else you 
would like to add? 

Senator Corpon. I do not believe I can add anything to that, Senator. 

Senator Busu. Senator Stennis, do you have any other questions, 
specifically ? ? 

Senator Stennis. No, sir. 

Senator Busu. Then we will proceed with the record, because we 
have your proxy. I would like to get this record completed for the 
committee before we adjourn and I would like to have Senator Cor- 
don’s remarks to appear in it. I am simply thinking of your engage- 
ment, Senator Stennis, with the Armed Services Committee. 

Senator Stennis. Senator Cordon, are you through with your state- 
ment on this? 
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Senator Corpon. Unless you want me to make a formal statement. 
I do have a letter written by the Secretary of the Interior, and a 
statement of the Pacific Northwest Utilities Conference that I would 
like to insert in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 29, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES E. WILSON, 
Secretary of Defense, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I should like to call to your attention the serious 
effect that any delay in the construction of the Dalles Dam will have upon the 
power situation in the Pacific Northwest. 

First generation at the Dalles Dam is scheduled for the fall of 1957-58, when 
162 megawatts of prime power will be available. Estimates of firm power loads 
of the region indicate that without this power from the Dalles Dam curtailment 
of firm loads will be necessary in that year should we encounter minimum stream- 
flows such as occurred during the critical period this past year. Even greater 
curtailment would be required in 1958-59 and 1959-60 if the construction of the 
Dalles Dam is delayed. 

You will be further interested, I am sure, in the fact that existing industrial 
plants in the Northwest, most of which are engaged in producing critical mate- 
rials needed in our defense effort, are dependent upon nonfirm power supply for 
565,000 kilowatts of their load. Any delay in the construction of the Dalles 
Dam will increase the hazard of curtailment of these interruptible power supplies 
and will have an adverse effect upon production for defense by these plants. 

For your ready reference I am attaching hereto a table which shows the firm 
power requirements of the Pacific Northwest region assuming that no new, 
large electroprocess industrial plants are located in the region other than those 
for which a power supply has been obligated at this time. The table also 
shows the minimum-year energy capability of the electric generating plants now 
in existence or currently under construction by publicly and privately owned 
utilities and the Federal Government, assuming completion in accordance with 
present schedules. These capabilities include 162 megawatts of prime power to 
be generated at the Dalles Dam in 1957-58; 486 megawatts in 1958-59; and 
562 megawatts in 1959-60 when the Dalles Dam will be complete. It is clearly 
of the utmost importance to supply the minimum power needs of the Pacific 
Northwest that the Dalles Dam be kept on schedule. 

It is also important for the economic development of the Pacific Northwest that 
a coordinated river development program proceed in an orderly and economical 
manner. The Dalles Dam is an important link in the improvement of naviga- 
tion on the Columbia River as well as a major source of hydroelectric power. 

Sincerely yours, 


Dovetas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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PaciF1c NORTHWEST REGION * 


Electric energy loads and resources under minimum year (1936-87) hydroelectric 
conditions 


[Thousands of average kilowatts *] 


| ! 
1957-58 1958-59 | 1959-60 | 1960-61 
Energy capability of existing plants and plants under | | 
construction except The Dalles ? . 5, 362 | 5, 362 | 5, 362 | 5, 362 
Requirements of existing industrial plants with firm | | 





power contracts 4 1, 042 | 1, 042 
Requirements of publicly-owned utility systems and | | 
Federal agencies Bc 1, 999 2, 098 
Requirements of privately-owned utility systems 2, 517 2, 667 | 
Transmission losses on Federal system 5 269 | 274 
Total requirements 5, 494 | 5, 827 | 6, 081 | 
Required curtailment of firm loads without The Dalles 32 465 719 
Energy capability of The Dalles 6 162 6 486 | 562 | 
Required curtailment of firm loads if The Dalles is left | | 
on schedule - A ‘ nice 157 | 461 


! Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana west of the Continental Divide. 

2 Averaged over the storage release period. 

3 Assumes around-the-clock operation of existing steam-electric generating plants and completion on 
schedule of all Federal and non-Federal plants now under construction. Does not include possible import 
of power from neighboring regions and systems 

4 Includes loads of plants now under construction at Columbia Falls (Hungry Horse), Mont.; The Dalles, 
Oreg.; and Riddle, Oreg. 

5 Computed at 7 percent of generation at Federal plants, 

§ Full capability assuming no reserve for outages. 


STATEMENT OF Pactric NorRTHWEST UTILITIES CONFERENCE COMMITTEE, C. A. 
ERDAHL, CHAIRMAN, Berore ARMY CrIviL FUNCTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, UNITED STATES SENATE 


We, who appear before you today, are members of the Pacific Northwest 
Utilities Conference Committee, and are representative of all the electrical power 
agencies of the Pacific Northwest region comprising all of the State of Washing- 
ton, much of Oregon and northern Idaho. 

Our organization is made up of those principal utilities, both publicly and 
privately owned, who joined together on a voluntary basis to operate what is 
known as the western group of the Northwest power pool. 

Our purpose in appearing before you today is to express our support of and to 
invite the United States Congress to likewise support and grant the request of 
the United States Corps of Engineers for appropriations adequate to insure: 

1. The completion at the earliest possible date of the following hydroelectric 
projects now under construction in the Pacific Northwest, namely: 

MeNary lock and dam on the Columbia River between Washington and Oregon ; 

Chief Joseph Dam on the Columbia in Washington ; 

The Dalles Dam on the Columbia River between Washington and Oregon; 

Albeni Falls Dam, Pend Oreille River in Idaho; 

Detroit Reservoir, North Santiam River in Oregon ; 

Big Cliff, North Santiam River in Oregon; and 

Lookout Point Reservoir, Willamette River in Oregon. 

2. That planning and construction be initiated of such projects as will provide, 
at the earliest possible date, sizable amounts of upstream storage on the Colum- 
dia River system such as Glacier View and Libby, in order that existing and 
contemplated downstream generating facilities may be utilized to their full 
capacity. 

8. Plans and construction of other major Federal power generating projects 
on the main stem of the Columbia River must be initiated during the coming 
fiscal year (to provide a continuing source of power supply of not less than 
500,000 kilowatts annually) if the normal load growth of the area is to be met. 

In justification of our support to the foregoing, we invite attention to the 
underlying problems confronting the people and utilities of the Pacific North- 
west with respect to the commercial and industrial development of that area. 

During the past winter months, November through January, all of our area 
suffered from a power shortage so real and so severe as to result in substantial 
unemployment and loss of production for essential civilian and defense needs. 
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Uniess steps are taken to implement the power supply of the region the people 
of our communities have no resourse but to expect to repetition year after year 
of a power shortage whenever water becomes a little short. 

The Utilities Conference Committee representatives have appeared before 


committees of Congress almost every year since the close of World War II, and 
have prepared numerous studies of the changing conditions of power supply and 
load. Since 1950 conditions have become so much more acute and so many more 
Federal agencies have been concerned with the situation that our statements 
have been substantiated and reinforced by the estimates of the Defense Electric 


Power Administration and the Federal Power Commission, supported by con- 
clusions of the Defense Production Administration. 

Recently the Defense Electric Power Administration requested studies made 
y our utilities to be extended to cover a 10-year future period. Those studies 
have recently been summarized in a report about to be submitted. This report 
shows the relation annually of the estimated power resources to the estimated 
loads of the region. For the sake of brevity a summary of that report is set 
torth in the following table: 


Annual surplus in 1,000 kilowatts 


If median water prevails If adverse water prevails 
Year ” 
Peak Energy Peak Energy 
19 m4 100 3 —414 —419 
1954-55 —_ 97 12 — 609 
1955-5 194 283 — 368 
1956-57 401 316 —291 
1957-58 646 495 —191 
1958-59 ROT 660 —72 
1959-60 826 636 17 
1960-61 426 30 — 670 
1961-62 129 143 —1, 040 
1962-63_ — 242 —117 —1, 418 





The loads of the Pacific Northwest region ever since the close of World War 
{I have grown at the rate of more than 10 percent per year. Regardless of this 
extremely rapid growth the engineers in preparing the study for DEPA have 
sought to make this study realistic and extremely conservative and, therefore, 
imated loads to show a growth of less than 5 percent per year for the period 
: 3. In spite of the fact that such estimates of load growth are extremely 
conservative the area can expect a large power deficiency whenever anything 
less favorable than nominally average water conditions occur. It may be 
emphasized that these estimates are based on total load of the area and maximum 
utilization of every possible resource, including interchange with other areas. 

The estimates of power generating resources are based only on those power 
projects generating facilities which are actually under construction or for which 
firm commitments have been made. The Cowlitz River development of the city 
of Tacoma has been included as a resource, if clearance for its construction is 
not obtained, the deficiency shown will be increased accordingly. It might be 
assumed that the load could be carried every year in which water conditions 
meet normal expectations, but to follow this course involves the acceptance of a 
policy of operating under a calculated risk which was adopted in 1951, and 
which proved so disastrous to the region in 1952. 

Because of the conditions of this past season requiring curtailment of power 
use proved so disastrous for the area, in turn affecting national welfare, it is 
unthinkable that continued recurrences of this situation could be accepted as a 
healthy prospect for either the local area or the country asa whole. It is because 
of these thines that we have no hesitation in appearing before this committee 
as we have to ask for the full amounts of money necessary to carry forward the 
present program and for careful consideration of the need for appropriations to 
insure the continuous development of additional power generating capability 
for the Pacific Northwest. 

Large sums of money have already been invested by the Federal Government 
in the power generating facilities on the Columbia River in the Pacific North- 
west. The cheapest way in which to improve the present situation would be to 
construct upstream storage reservoirs from which water may be released to 
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permit operation of downstream plants more nearly at full capacity particularly 
when stream flows otherwise would be low. The construction of an upstre am 
storage development in itself will involve the installation of some generating 
capacity at the site of the project, but the much larger contribution is made by 
maintaining stream flows at downstream plants. + bd 

Use of any pi irticular site for the storage of water inevitably raises objections 
because of damages that may be imposed on the property of some interests, 
yet the longer the construction of a reservoir is deferred the greater the 
damages that will be sustained. It is in the interest of constructing storage 
reservoirs with the minimum of disturbance to other that we urge that funds be 
appropriated for planning and early construction of reservoirs. 

A realistic appraisal of the load growth in our area indicates that in the not 
too distant future the loads of the public agencies may well require the full 
output of the existing Federal plants. In such event the Federal Government 
will find itself with no recourse but the renegotiation of industrial contracts 
should be construction of additional power generating facilities be limited 
by the lack of appropriations. In fairness to our area and in the interest of 
national defense we sincerely hope that such will not be the case. 

The non-Federal utilities of the Pacific Northwest are diligently doing all in 
their power to provide for the increasing power needs of their respective cus- 
tomers and for the Northwest power pool. We therefore, respectfully solicit your 
continued support and urge that appropriations for the Army civil functions be 
made in amounts adequate to insure the completion of the power program we 
have described. 

A. W. Trimble, president, Mountain States Power Co.; Owen Hurd, 
President, Northwest Public Power Association; Paul B. McKee, 
president, Pacific Power and Light Co. ; James H. Polhemus, presi- 
dent, Portland General Electric Co.; L. E. Karrer, executive vice 
president, Puget Sound Power & Light Co.; E. R. Hoffman, super- 
intendent, Seattle City Light; J. Frank Ward, superintendent, 
Tacoma City Light; Ken Billington; executive secretary, Wash- 
ington State Public Utility Development Association; K. M. Rob- 
inson, president, Washington Water Power Co. 

Senator Busn. I would be glad if you would make a further state- 
ment on it, genni, 

Senator Stennis. Then I will stay, if you will. 

Senator Corpon. Mr. Chair man, the practice in public works legis- 
lation and the implementation of it during the time I have been in 
the Senate has generally been that authorizations of projects in a 
public works field—and that excludes the Bureau of Reclamation 
projects, but takes in all of the Corps of Engineers’ work, both in river 
and harbors work and multiple-purpose dam construction into ac- 
count—those authorizations are generally grouped in the committee 
until there are a sufficient number to bring out what is called an 
omnibus bill. When those bills are reported they carry authoriza- 
tion for a very great number of works scattered all over the United 
States, and the : sum total of the estimated construction of all the 
ene in such an act would run into the hundreds of millions of dol- 
ars. In this instance, in the Columbia Basin itself it goes to over 
$1 billion, but it represents a complete basin integration, so that long- 
term plans can be developed for the whole thing. 

Obviously, it would not be a sound practice along with such an 
authorization to authorize the full monetary amount necessary be- 
cause in such event the thing would be open-ended with respect to 
what might be done in the area. So the practive has been to include 
a monetary authorization in those acts, the purpose of which, as I 
have always understood it, was to restrain the beginning of construec- 
tion to some reasonable limits. 

That was what was done here. Then, as construction progresses 
and a given project of any consequence has gotten to that point in 
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construction where the only sensible thing to do is get it done as 
quickly as you can from an engineering standpoint and save as much 
money as you can in overlapping contracts, and that sort of thing, 
then the practice has been that where that point is reached, you make 
an authorization for the full amount necessary to complete those 
projects. In those instances they are identified. 

There again is a limit with respect to that particular authorization, 
In these cases the dams like Chief Joseph, and McNary, which are 
both terrific and monstrous things, one with substantially 1 million 
kilowatts of installed power and the other with better than 114 
million kilowatts, have reached the point where they have been au- 
thorized in their entirety. The others have not yet been. 

When the total authorization for the basin was made in 1950, as I 
understood it, there was a $75 million figure set that has now been 
reached. In order to carry on the construction program based upon 
contracts that are in existence it will not need $75 million, because if 
we are going to make it exact I think it would be considerably less 
under the revised budget, but even so the authorization that has been 
adopted by the House will not be sufficient to carry on even two full 
vears of construction. However, it will carry on one year, and there 
would be some left over to aid in the next monetary authorization. 

While the authorization goes to the whole Columbia Basin program, 
by reason of the practical fact that certain of the projects are now 
being constructed, it is limited by that fact to those projects and its 
application to those at this time is essential in order that construction 
proceed during the coming fiscal year. 

Senator Busu. I see. 

Senator Corpon. That is just about the situation. 

Senator Busu. This statement appears in the 81st Congress, Report 
No. 1143, where Senator Chavez said the following: 

The authorizations contained in the bill are the minimum amounts required 
for the uninterrupted progress for the next 3 years. 

That refers to the original $75 million? 

Senator Corpon. Yes. 

Senator Busy. This is simply to carry on that which is already 
under way / 

Senator Corpon. That is right. It picks it up at substantially that 
point. 

Senator Busu. I think we have this picture clearly enough in mind. 
Senator Case has left his proxy with me, and without objection, are 
you ready to vote on this, Senator Stennis? 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that it is very clear to me that this is 
necessary. We have already made a decision that the work is in 
progress and there is no disposition on the part of anyone to stop 
it. It is just a question of a rate of proceeding and the appropriations 
to determine that rate, after all. 

I move that we adopt this as is and send it right on to the calendar. 

Senator Busu. Without objection, that will be the vote of the 
committee. 

Congressman Mack, of Washington was to have appeared, but if 
there is no objection we will allow him to submit his statement for 
the record. 
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(The statement of Congressman Mack of Washington is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BEFORE THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS BY Hon. 
RusSe_t V. Mack, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, 3D WASHINGTON DISTRICT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I thank you for the opportunity 
you have previded for me to make a brief statement concerning this bill. 

This is not an appropriation bill. It is an authorization bill. This bill does 
not appropriate a single dollar of taxpayers’ money for any of the four projects 
mentioned in this bill. The authorization bill merely gives the appropriation 
committee legal authority at some later date—later this year, next year, or in 
some future year—to appropriate money for these projects up to $75 million. 

Unless this bill is passed, the Appropriation Committee cannot legally propose 
the appropriation of money to continue work on any of the projects in this bill. 

None of these projects are new projects. Work has been done on each of 
them and is still in progress on them. 

Unless this authorization bill is passed, work on all of these projects must stop, 
Contractors will move away the heavy equipment being used on these projects 
and dismiss the expert crews gathered to carry on this work. This would mean 
economic 10ss. 

To date more than $140 million has been appropriated and spent in construct- 
ing these projects. 

The sooner we get these projects completed, the quicker the power dams will 
begin producing electricity and paying back to the Federal Government the 
money which has been invested in these great projects. 

The Kisenhower Bureau of the Budget has recommended that $57 million 
be spent on these projects during the coming year. We must pass this bill to 
enable the Appropriation Committee to provide funds for carrying out the work 
on these projects that the President’s Budget Bureau has recommended be 
done during the coming year. 

The Army engineers recommend passage of this bill as necessary to the contin- 
uation of construction on these important projects. The Budget Bureau has 
given its approval of the bill, The House has passed it. 

The reason that we need this authorization is this: No river and harbor bill 
or flood-control bill was passed during the 82d Congress. In 1950, Congress 
authorized $75 million for the work on these projects. That authorization now 
has just about been used up, so there must be a new authorization if the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations is to provide anything toward that $57 million of con- 
struction work on these projects which the Budget Director of the Eisenhower 
administration is asking of the Congress. 

There are three projects covered by this authorization. These are Lookout 
Point Reservoir on the Willamette River in Oregon, river bank protective works 
on the Willamette where a disastrous flood occurred several years ago—wrecking 
damage estimated at $104 million—and the Dalles Reservoir, located between the 
States of Oregon and Washington. 

Lookout Point Reservoir is 70 percent completed. It will require about $30 
million to complete it. The Budget Director has asked for $20 million for the 
fiscal year 1954 toward completing it this year. With this $20 million, we can get 
this dam far enough advanced so that it can be largely completed by October 1954, 
and begin delivering its first power by that time. If this authorization is not 
voted by Congress, there will be no authority for voting this needed $20 million 
to carry on work on this dam. 

The Congress, last year, appropriated $24 million for the Dalles Dam and this 
money now has been largely expended. The Eisenhower Budget Director has 
recommended that an additional $37,429,000 be spent on the Dalles Dam during 
the coming year and this authorization is necessary to enable such an appro- 
priation being made. 


Senator Busn. Do you have any further comments, General ? 

General CuorreNNING. No, sir. I have prepared a very brief state- 
ment which does give the exact facts completely and it is in harmony 
with what has been stated here. I think it might be desirable to put 
it into the record. 

Senator Busn. We would be glad to have that, and if there is no 
objection it will be included in the record at this point. 
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(The statement of General Chorpening is as follows :) 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN MONETARY AUTHORIZATION 


The Columbia River, with its tributaries, drains an area of approximately 
259,000 square miles on the Pacific slope of the North American Continent, 
mostly between the Rocky Mountains and the Cascade Range. The Columbia is 
one of the world’s great rivers. Its drainage basin comprising about 7 percent 
of the area of the United States, contains more than a third of the Nation’s 
potential waterpowei However, a critical power shortage exists in the Pacific 
Northwest. Floods of damaging proportions occur annually in one part or an- 
other of the basin. Major floods of record having basinwide significance oc- 
curred in 1876, 1894, and 1948. Federal improvements for water utilization 
und control in the Columbia River Basin include projects for flood control, 
navigation, hydroelectric power, irrigation, drainage, soil and forest conserva- 
tion, and for conservation of fish and wildlife, and for other purposes. It is 
imperative that the water resources development in the Columbia River Basin 
be continued without interruption in order to assure early and well-ordered pro- 
vision of flood control, power, navigation, and other facilities essential to the 
needs of the entire Pacific Northwest region. 

Congress, in the Flood Control Act of 1938, authorized the comprehensive 
improvement of the Willamette River Basin in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Chief of Engineers. In subsequent acts of Congress the comprehen- 
sive plan has been modified to provide for additional projects and increases in 
the monetary authorization. The Flood Control Act of 1950 authorized the 
construction of certain projects in the Columbia River Basin, including the 
Willamette River Basin, in accordance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 531, 8lst Congress. The present total 
estimated cost of the projects included within the authorized Columbia River 
Basin program of the Corps of Engineers is $1,884,833,800, exclusive of a number 
of projects included in the comprehensive plan, but authorized separately, of 
which $545,.242.800 is for projects completed or under way, and the balance for 
projects not vet started. Monetary authorization in the amount of $192,300,000 
has been made available by the Congress to date. Funds totaling $181,897,100 
have been appropriated through fiscal year 1953, leaving a balance of available 
authorization of $10,402,900. The present approved budget for fiscal year 1954 
included funds in the amount of $58,134,000, which is in excess of the monetary 
authorization. 

In order to permit the required appropriation in the fiscal year 1954 for con- 
tinuation of urgently needed projects now under construction and for continua- 
tion of the planning of authorized projects in the Columbia River Basin, it is 
necessary that an increased monetary authorization be made at the earliest 
practicable date. 

Three projects in the authorized basin plan have been completed, and are 
in operation and 4 additional are under construction at the present time. The 
Detroit project, Oregon, can be continued this year with presently available 
funds. This authorization will permit the appropriation of funds for the con- 
tinued construction of Lookout Point and the Dalles Reservoirs, and the Willam- 
ettet River bank protection works, during the next fiscal year. 


Corrs OF ENGINEERS INFORMATION ON COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN AUTHORIZATIONS 


Monetary authorization to date (by acts) 


Flood Control Act 1938, Public 761, $11, 300, 000 
Flood Control Act 1941, Public 228, 77th Cong 11, 000, 000 
Flood Control Act 1944, Public 534, 78th Cong 20, 000, 000 
Flood Control Act 1946, Public 526, 79th Cong., p. 35, 000, 000 
Flood Control Act 1950, Public 516, 81st Cong., pp. 17, 19 115, 000, 000 


Total authorization___- . $192, 300, 000 
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List of projects in basin plan and subject to overall basin authorization ceiling 


at : Funds available Revised budget 
al eatimate sSavallabi g 
Project Total estimated through fiscal | estimate, fiscal 





cost year 1953 year 1954 
Projects completed or construction under way 

Dorena Reservoir, Oreg $13, 581, 600 $13, 581, 600 a 

Detroit Reservoir, Oreg 69, 244, 000 63, 711, 200 oa 

Lookout Point Reservoir, Oreg 96, 611, 000 66, 552, $26, 000, 000 
* Willamette River bank protection, Oregon 10, 550, 000 5, Of 330, 000 

4 Cottage Grove Reservoir, Oreg 2, 376, 500 2, 

Fern Ridge Reservoir, Oreg 4, 507, 700 4,5 

The Dalles Reservoir, Oreg 348, 372, 000 24, 676, 000 37, 429, 000 
; Subtotal ; 545, 242, 800 180, 498, 100 57, 759, 000 

Remaining projects, construction not yet started 
(planning 

Cougar Rese voir, Oreg 39, 781, 000 26, 000 

Blue River Reservoir, Oreg 13, 674, 000 66, 000 

Gate Creek Reservoir, Oreg__- : 13, 724, 000 95, 000 

Cascadia Reservoir, Oreg 25, 126, 000 112, 000 

Wiley Creek Reservoir, Oreg 8, 069, 000 112, 000 

Green Peter Reservoir, Oreg : 37, 030, 000 113, 000 

Johnson Creek, Oreg 519, 000 

Portland, Oreg 15, 806, 000 

Hills Creek Reservoir, Oreg 32, 065, 000 240, 000 100, 000 

Waldo Lake tunnel, Oregon 922, 000 

Fall Creek Reservoir, Oreg ; 18, 779, 000 

Holly Reservoir, Oreg 12, 405, 000 

Willamette Falls fish ladder, Oregon 200, 000 

Willamette River snagging and clearing, Oregon 2, 040, 000 S = 

Libby Reservoir, Mont 284, 336, 000 535, 000 150, 000 

Priest Rapids Reservoir, Wash. -- 338, 900, 000 

John Day Reservoir, Oreg J 461, 031, 000 

Pendleton, Oreg 573, 000 

Jackson Hole, Wyo 1, 807, 000 

Columbia River local protection 15, 000, 000 |. : 125, 000 

Willamette River Basin channel improvement and 

major drainage, Oregon - 14, 804, 000 ae 
Subtotal 1, 339, 591, 000 1, 399, 000 375, 000 
Total : 1, 884, 833, 800 181, 897, 100 58, 134, 000 


RELATIONSHIP OF AUTHORIZATION TO APPROPRIATION 


Total Waals waist eis ns ce rena ccwkeust bb discenwadeee oe .. $192, 300, 000 


Total appropriation through fiscal year cl : hich 181, 897, 100 

Balance available for future appropriation ‘ nae 2 pies sien sia 10, 402, 900 

Approved budget estimate, fiscal year 1954 . ah astincent alate cteiniil adie is, aks i salle aaeels 58, 134, 000 

2 SNE BE Gd aelndd Siem abedidutnnanietingesatidvesditieese ‘ —47, 731, 100 


. Senator Busu. If there is nothing else to come before the committee 
on this matter we will adjourn. 
A (Whereupon, at 10: 20 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 


Xx 









